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CURRENT TOPICS. 


From THE Easter vacation notice, which we print elsewhere, 
it will be seen that Mr. Justice FarWE tt will act as the vacation 
judge, and sit in King’s Bench Chambers on Thursday, the 11th 
of April. 





THE ANSWER given by the Attorney-General on Monday to Sir 
W. Fosrzr’s question with reference to the extension of the 
system of compulsory registration of title was very unsatis- 
factory. After stating that the total number of titles registered 
to the end of February [#.c., with a possessory, qualified, or 
absolute title] was 17,281, of which 756 were prior to the 31st of 
December, 1898, the Attorney-General added that “ no case for 
holding an inquiry into the working of the Act has been 
established. Its extension is intended to be gradual, and its 
working will be tested from time to time by experience of the 
system in actual operation.” It will be seen that the experimental 
charactér of the three years’ term is wholly repudiated, and that, 

unless vigorous representations are made, the Land Registry 
Octopus will stretch out its suckers in any direction which may 
be found convenient. We have shewn that, as regards registra- 

tion with an absolute title, the system, even in the compulsory 

district, is a failure—only thirteen applications for such registra- 

tion having been advertised within the twenty weeks expiring on 

the 16th inst., and no application for such registration being 

made within that as as to land outside the compulsory 

district. We do not propose to continue our observations on 

advertisements of applications for registration ; but we hope that 

the Incorporated Law Society will keep a register of all such 

advertised applications. 





A Brix has been introduced in the House of Commons by the 
Attorney-General which is intended to obviate the inconvenience 
resulting from the rule that appointments under the Crown 
terminate, apart from special statutory provision, upon the death 


of the sovereign. Toa limited extent such special provision was 
made by the Succession Act (6 Anne, c. 41, Revised Statutes), 
which retained the holders of appointments in Great Britain or 
Ireland in office for six months after the death, unless sooner 
discharged by the new sovereign. The present Bill goes further 
and is also unrestricted as to ol 


. It proposes to enact that 
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without his Majesty’s dominions, shall not be affected, nor shall 
any fresh appointment thereto be rendered necessary, by the 
demise of the Crown ; and also that the Act, which is to be cited 
as the Demise of the Crown Act, 1901, shall take effect as from 
the last demise of the Crown. The Bill was down for second 
reading on Thursday. 





WHEN AN application is made to the court under the provisions 
of an Act of Parliament in a case where there is not already a 
cause or matter pending, a difficulty is sometimes felt as to the 
method of procedure. Where notice of the proceeding is to be 
served on any person, by such service ipso facto a ‘‘ cause or 
matter” is created, which is assigned to a judge of the 
Ohancery Division by ballot in the ordinary way. But where 
the application is ex parte it is sometimes the case that the 
senior judge for the time being taking motions is moved for the 
relief required.. In this way an application to register deben- 
tures came before Farwett, J., on the 22nd of March. The 
learned judge held that an application under section 15 of 
the Companies Act, 1900, might be made either by originating 
motion or summons, but that in either case the originating 
document should be taken to the Central Office and sealed with 
the name of the judge to whom it should be assigned by ballot 
in the usual way. The same course has been prescribed on an 
application in the matter of an arbitration by submission out of 
court: Re Dowson (1889, W.N. 222). In this case counsel’s 
brief was suggested as the document on which the name of the 
aid down in any reported case, it is submitted that a general 
rule of practice exists, and one which is constantly acted upon, 
that no ex parte application should be made in the Chancery 
Division which has not been assigned to a particular judge. 





Tue wecessiry for strict accuracy in conveyancing is 
appreciated by every draftsman, but even the most careful may 
occasionally make a slip, or the draft may lose a word in 
copying or engrossing, and much trouble and expense may 
result. An example of such an error is afforded by the case 
of Re Ethell and Mitchells & Butlers (Iumited) (Times, 27th 
inst.), just decided by Joycz, J. The question arose upon a 
vendor and purchaser summons. The property the subject of 
sale had been mortgaged, and by a deed dated in December, 
1895, it had been intended to reconvey it free from the 
mortgage; but instead of the reconveyance being to the 
mortgagor in fee simple, it was to the mortgagor “‘ in fee.” The 
objection was taken by the purchaser on the present occasion that 
the effect was to vest only a life estate in the mortgagor, and that 
the legal estate in the reversion upon such life estate remained 
in the mortgagee. The learned judge was naturally inclined 
to do all he could to disallow the objection and to let the deed 
have the operation which the parties obviously intended— 
namely, to pass the fee simple to the mortgagor. According to 
the rule given in Elphinstone, Norton and Clark on the Interpre- 
tation of Deeds (p. 74), omitted words may be supplied if the 
intention of the parties sufficiently appear from the context, and 
in Flight v. Lake (2 Bing. N. C. 72), where the word “life” had 
been omitted from a memorial of an annuity, Trypat, C.J., said: 
‘The only question is, whether any person applying an ordinary 
understanding to this memorial could misapprehend what was 
intended Without leaning to assist parties who are 
chargeable with manifest carelessness, we ought to make reason- 
able allowance for clerical infirmity.” On the other hand, it is 
only by virtue of section 51 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, that 
the words “in fee simple” can be used so as to operate as a 
limitation to the grantee and his heirs, and it was argued 
that to obtain the benefit of the statutory construction the entire 
phrase must be actually inserted in the deed. It is not perhaps 
altogether clear that this is so. If the court, by correcting a 
clerical error, reads the word ‘‘simple” into the deed, it may 
be said that the word is to be treated as being in the deed for 
all purposes, and then the statute would operate. Joyce, J., 
however, took the former, and probably the correct, view, and 
held that to supply the word “simple” by construction from a 
consideration of the obvious intention as expressed in other 
parts of the instrument, would not be a compliance with the 


udge might be sealed. Although there is no rule specifically’ 








terms of the Conveyancing Act. 


Hence the objection taken by 
the purchasers was upheld. 





Unper section 51 of the Companies Act, 1862, where 4 
special resolution is proposed and put to a meeting of the member 
of the company and no poll is demanded, a declaration of the 
chairman that the resolution has been carried is to be deemed 
to be “‘ conclusive evidence ”’ of the fact. About the meaning of 
the phrase ‘‘conclusive evidence” it would be difficult to 
entertain any doubt but for the circumstance that it 
has been doubted on the bench. If particular evidence ig 
conclusive, there, it might be supposed, is an end of the 
question, and it is useless to seek to produce any evidence to 
gainsay it. This obvious view was taken by Baccattay, LJ, 
in Re Gold Co. (11 Ch. D., p. 719), where he pointed ou 
that, in the face of the chairman’s declaration, it wag 
useless ‘to attempt to establish that the requisite majority 
of three-fourths had not been obtained. In Young y, 
South African Syndicate (1896, 2 Ch. 268), on the other 
hand, Kexewicu, J., declined to accept ‘ conclusive” as 
having so strong an effect; and he held that, while the 
chairman’s declaration was conclusive without further proof of 
the actual voting if no contrary evidence was offered, yet it way 
not to be accepted as conclusive if there was proof that the 
number or proportion of votes was against the declaration, 
This decision, however, gave to the word ‘ conclusive” 
no more effect than to ‘‘sufficient,” and in Re Hadleigh 
Castle Gold Mines (1900, 2 Ch. 419) Cozzns-Harpy, J, 
declined to follow it. ‘‘‘Oonclusive,’” he said, ‘ seems to me 
to be a clear word. . . . I cannot regard ‘conclusive’ as 
equivalent to ‘sufficient.’ I think the Legislature intended, in 
the case of a special or extraordinary resolution, that the 
chairman’s declaration should be conclusive unless challenged by 
means of a poll demanded. by five members.” Hence, as against 
the declaration, he refused to entertain the question whether the 
resolution had been carried by the requisite majority. The 
same course has now been taken by Kexewicn, J., himself, and 
by the Court of Appeal, in Arnot v. United African Lanks 
(Limited) (49 W. R. 822), and evidence impeaching the 
chairman’s declaration has been rejected. In other words, 
when the Legislature has said that particular evidence shall be 
conclusive of a fact, it means what it says, and the fact is to be 
taken as conclusively established. This seoms to be the only 
admissible canon of construction. 





WE ARE GLaD to see that Lord Atversrone has accepted asa 
legacy from his distinguished predecessor the charge of the 
Prevention of Corruption Bill, and on his motion the Bill has 
been introduced and read a first time in the House of Lords. It 
is singular, however, that, while a good many changes have 
been made in the Bill, involving changes in the numbering ot 
the clauses, the prefatory memorandum has been reprinted 
without alteration; so that to understand the allusions to the 
clauses it is necessary to refer to the Bill of last session. 
Whether Members of Parliament take the trouble to preserve 
defunct Bills we cannot say, but we should have thought it 
would have been worth while for the draftsman to take 
the very slight trouble of revising the memorandum. That 
the Bill has been very hastily reprinted is obvious, too, from 
the fact that clause 26 proposes that ‘This Act shall com 
into operation on the first day of January, 1901.” Mon 
serious is the error which has been made in introducing inl 
clause 7 the words ‘‘or under circumstances from which suéb 
knowledge might reasonably be presumed,” in such a manner 
as to imply that if A. gives advice to B. avhich is calculated 
benefit C., and a valuable consideration is given by 0. to 4 
under circumstances from which B.’s knowledge may reasonably & 
presumed, then the payment is to be deemed corrupt. Of coum 
the meaning is that there must be no circumstances from whith 
B.’s knowledge can be presumed, but the draftsman by bi 
hasty amendment has thrown the clause into confusion. 
Bill creates a new criminal offence, and in its original form w# 
sufficiently intricate in its language, so that it is a pity thi 
more care has not been bestowed upon its reintroduction. 
before, it begins by making into a misdemeanour (1) the corrupt 
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giving or offering of any valuable consideration to an agent, 
and (2) the corrupt receiving or soliciting of any such 
gosideration by an agent, and a number of cases are 
gated in which gifts and receipts are to be deemed 
to be corrupt. Several changes have been made with a 
yiew to avoiding the operation of the rule where notice is given 
tothe principal. A new clause (clause 10) has been introduced 
requiring that where an agent employs a broker and shares 
the broker’s commission, the purchase or sale note or other 
usual document shall explicitly state this payment of commission, 
and that the agent shall transmit the document or a true copy 
to his principal. The former clause which prohibited any 

cution without the leave of a High Court or county court 
judge or of the Attorney-General has not been inserted in the 
resent Bill, and indeed there seems to be no reason why any 
such artificial restraint should be placed upon proceedings 
founded upon corrupt payments orreceipts. It may also be 
noticed that the definition clause (clause 24) has been 
strengthened, and the word ‘‘ agent” is specifically extended to 
bankers, brokers, and auctioneers, as well as to the classes, 
including solicitors, formerly specified; and also to directors 
and other officers of companies. The Bill deals with a matter 
of great importance to the commercial world, and it is to be 
hoped that it will not be allowed to suffer by the loss of the 


late Lord RussEx1’s advocacy. 





A man was charged at the Guildhall police-court a few days 
ago with standing on the footway of a street in the city to the 
obstruction of passengers without reasonable cause. The 
accused seems to have been innocently waiting in the street for 
sme work he was engaged to do, and the only evidence of 
obstruction was the statement of a constable that a passenger 
had to step into the road because the accused was standing on 
the kerb. This case seems to be the first of its kind under the 
Qity of London (Various Powers) Act, 1900, which has escaped 
general notice through being classed as a local Act (63 & 64 
Viet. c. cexxviii.). Probably if it had been classed as a public 
Act, section 56, under which the proceedings referred to were 
taken, would have attracted more attention. That section provides 
that ‘‘every person who in any street within the city wilfully, 
and without reasonable cause, stands or loiters on the footway, 
or sits or lies on such footway, or on any street, to the obstruc- 
tion or annoyance of the residents or passengers, shall be liable 
toa penalty not exceeding forty shillings for each offence.” If 
the police are to have power to summons every man who 
stands or loiters in a street so that someone who happens 
to be in a hurry has to step off the kerb, and without 
being able to give a reasonable excuse for so loitering, 
we submit that such power is excessive, and is sure to be 
seriously abused. In a crowded street no one can stand still 
for a moment, or even walk more slowly than the average 
passenger, without causing some sort of obstruction. And 
if man has given no cause for suspicion that he is 
neditating some unlawful act, it is hard to see why he should 
becalled upon at the discretion of any policeman to state a 
reason why he is not walking faster. Hundreds of workmen 
stand about the streets every day for a few minutes of the 
dinner-hour merely to get a breath of air before resuming 
work. Such obstruction as they cause is one of those in- 
tonveniences which everyone in the most crowded parts must 
but up with, and it will be intolerable if such men are 

ble to be summoned and fined at the caprice of a 
pceman. The words of the section as to sitting and 
ying are of course beyond objection. The provision as to 
standing and loitering would also be unobjectionable if it were 
quite clear that the obstruction must be a real obstruction, and 
that complaint is made of it by some passenger or resident. 
The section may be of use if it is employed with great discretion, 
but usually it will be most dangerous to convict on police 
evidence alone, except in extreme cases. The first case brought 
ito court was an obviously improper one, and the alderman 
was perfectly right and justified in dismissing it with indigna- 
fon, It is to be hoped that other aldermen will be as 

riminating, and will ieee in check the over-zealousness of 
the police, which may very easily convert this new Act into an 


In THE case of Davern v. Tyrrell, an action to recover ten 
guineas damages for the loss of an opal and diamond scarf pin, 
recently tried in the Westminster County Court, it appeared that 
the defendant was the proprietor of Turkish baths. The 
plaintiff had been in the habit of visiting these baths for some 
years, and while making one of these visits he handed his 
valuables, including the pin, to an attendant at the entrance of 
the baths, who placed them in a drawer. This drawer was 
locked and the key carried away by the plaintiff, who left it 
in a pocket in his clothes, which remained in the dressing-room 
while he took his bath. On his return from the bath he 
unlocked the drawer, but found that the pin was gone. Under 
these circumstances the liability of the bailee according to 
English law seems to be tolerably clear. The calling of the 
keeper of a bath is at least as ancient as the days 
of the Roman Empire, and his liability (according to 
Uxrran) for clothing entrusted to him and lost was largely 
dependent upon whether he had received any recompense for 
taking care of the clothing. Sir Wiit14m Joyzs, in his work 
on Bailments, p. 50, had probably considered the Roman law 
when he states that ‘“‘when the bailes, improperly called a 
depositary, either directly demands and receives a reward for 
his care, or takes the charge of goods in consequence of some 
lucrative contract, he becomes answerable for ordinary neglect 
since in truth he is in both cases a conductor operis and lets out 
his mental labour at a just price, thus when clothes are 
left with a man who is paid for the use of his bath the 
bailee is bound to indemnify the owner if the goods be lost or 
damaged through the want of ordinary circumspection.” 
Taking this to be the law of England at the present day, it 
would appear that the burden lay upon the defendant, 
who had lost the pin entrusted to him, to shew by clear 
and satisfactory evidence that the loss was not due to any 
want of ordinary care on his part. The defence was, that 
due care had been taken, that the drawer had only one key, 
and that this key had been handed to the plaintiff. What the 
plaintiff could do with the key when he had it except leave it 
with his clothes we do not see, but he seems to have received it 
without objection. It was contended on his behalf that the 
defendant was responsible; that he undertook to look after 
the valuables of his customers, and that he was negligent, 
inasmuch as he had left only a lad in charge of the drawer. 
The judge, after observing that the liability of the defendant 
was not like that of an hotel keeper, and that it was not 
suggested that he stole the pin, held that he was not shewn to 
have been guilty of negligence and was not responsible. We 
have not seen any full report of the evidence, and without such 
a report it is difficult to pass criticisms upon a finding upon 
@ question of fact. But where the proprietor of public baths is 
required day after day to take charge of money, watches, and other 
valuables we should have thought that it would be compara- 
tively easy to devise asplan for their custody which would make 
robbery nearly impossible. Why could not boxes containing 
the valuables be placed in a locked cupboard of which the servant 
or the proprietor kept the key? It must be remembered that the 
defendant had to shew that the loss or theft could not have been 


prevented by ordinary care. 





Tue Exact rights of a trustee in the second bankruptcy of an 
undischarged bankrupt are a fertile source of litigation, and 
give rise to very complex questions. But although the rights 
of the trustee in the first bankruptcy are as a rule paramount to 
all other claims upon the property acquired by an undischarged 
bankrupt, there is one very long established and unquestioned 
exception to that rule, which has been fully recognized and acted 
upon in the recent case of Re Burr (ante, p. 363). Ifthe trastee 
in the first bankruptcy either sanctions, or without expressly 
sanctioning, acquiesces, in the bankrupt trading and incurring 
fresh debts, he cannot claim any assets acquired by the bank- 
fupt by such trading, but these will vest in the trustee under the 
second bankruptcy: Zroughton v. Gitley (Ambl. 629). This ex- 
ception is founded purely on an equitable estoppel based upon 
the acquiescence of the trustee which prevents him from 
asserting his primd facie title to the property : Re Clark, Ex parte 
Beardmore (1 Manson, 207). Ignorance of the fact that the 








ent of oppression. 


bankrupt was carrying on business would be a good answer to a 
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claim by the trustee in the second bankruptcy. For the rule in 
Cohen v. Mitchell (38 W. R. 551), that all transactions with 
respect to after-acquired property by a bankrupt with a person 
dealing ond fide and for value are valid against the trustee 
until he intervenes, only applies to the case of a particular 
assignee, and not to the case of a general assignee under a 
second bankruptcy. This point was emphasized by the court 
in Re Clark (supra). Itis a little difficult to understand why, on 
principle, a particular assignee should be placed in a better 
position than the general assignee in such a case, since the 
trustee in the second bankruptcy merely represents trade 
creditors at whose expense the fresh assets have been created. 
This principle, that the person at whose expense the after- 
acquired property has been created should be entitled to priority 
to the extent of the money actually paid to create the property, 
was applied in the case of an individual in the recent case of 
Bird v. Philpott (82 L, T. 110). The application of the same 
principle to a class of trade creditors might be difficult, but 
should not be impossible in practice. It would assuredly be more 
equitable than the present rule by which the creditors in the 
first bankruptcy gain at the expense of those in the second. 





A quzstion of some difficulty was raised by the facts in 
Whitehead v. Reader, an appeal under the Workmen’s 
Compensation Act, 1897, decided on the 26th inst. The 
applicant for compensation was employed by the respondent as 
a carpenter, and he was under strict orders not to touch any of 
the machinery used at the respondent’s works. He was 
sharpening one of his tools on a grindstone worked by 
machinery, and in trying to adjust the band connecting 
the stone with the machinery, his arm was caught and he 
sustained the injury in respect of which his claim was made. 
The argument for the employer was, that as the applicant 
was acting in disobedience to his orders, the accident did not 
arise ‘‘out of or in the course of his employment,” and that he 
was therefore not entitled to compensation under the Act. In 
Lowe v. Pearson (1899, 1 Q,. B. 261) a boy who was employed in 
a pottery for the sole purpose of handing balls of clay to an 
operator, and was forbidden to interfere with the machinery, 
was held not entitled to compensation for an injury sustained 
when he took upon himself to clean the machinery. In 
that case the applicant was clearly acting outside the 
scope of his employment. In the present case the sharpen- 
ing of the tool on the grindstone was a necessary part 
of the applicant’s work, and the decision of the Court of 
Appeal (upholding the county court judge) that he was entitled 
to compensation, does not conflict with Lowe v. Pearson, although 
the distinction is somewhat fine. When an accident is attributable 
to “ serious and wilful misconduct ” on the part of the workman 
he is excluded from the benefit of the Act (see section 1 (2) (c)); 
but this point seems to have been raised in the county court 
and decided in favour of the applicant, whose action in touching 
the machinery, contrary to orders, was held not to be serious 
and wilful misconduct within the meaning of the Act. 





A peEcision of some practical importance to suitors in the 
ecclesiastical courts was given by Dartinc and Onannagtt, JJ., 
in Rez v. Tristram, last week, on the argument of a rule nisi to 
prohibit the chancellor of a diocese from proceeding with a 
petition for a faculty on which he had given judgment in the 
consistory court. The jurisdiction of the chancellor of a diocese 
is derived from his bishop under a patent, the common form of 
which, after granting power to act for the bishop in ecclesiastical 
matters, contains the words ‘‘nevertheless first consulting us and 
oursuccessors, and having our consent in case either party earnestly 
crave our judgment.” In the present case the respondents had 
by their answer earnestly craved the bishop’s judgment. The 
chancellor first decided a preliminary question of locus standi 
u which the respondents appealed to the Court of Arches, 

@ petition being stayed pending the appeal. On the appeal 
being dismissed for want of prosecution, the chancellor gave 
udgment on the main question. The rule fora prohibition was 

on the ground that the chancellor had no jurisdiction to 
hear the petition by himself. 








The court discharged the rule. 





upon two grounds—first, that the error (if any) was one of 
cedure, and was a matter for or and not for prohibition ; ay 
secondly, that there was no defect on the face of the record, Ity 
not necessary, according to this decision, that the judgmey 
should shew that it is the judgment of the bishop personally, » 
that he has consented to it, even where his personal judgmey 
has been requested under the terms of the patent; no form 
judgment or consent on his part seems to be required, and oy 
of the judges offered the suggestion that it might be given by 
the bishop at the Athenswum Club. If the consent may be» 
informally given, and if the fact of its having been given at al) 
need not appear on the face of the judgment, it is difficult 
- that any effect need be given to the words of the patent cite/ 
above. 








THE MERGER OF A CONTRACT IN A CONVEYANCE, 


THe recent decision of Wiis, J., in Greswolde- Williams y, 
Barneby (49 W. R. 208) is interesting as marking the distinction 
between cases where, after a conveyance has followed upon, 
contract, the contract is deemed to be merged in the conveyang 
so as to forbid claims being raised upon the contract, and thom 
where the contract is still regarded for some purpowy a 
operative. That there is a strong tendency to allow the co. 
veyance to swallow up the contract is clear from the words of 
James, L.J., in Leggott v. Barrett (28 W. R. 962, 15 Oh. D,, p 
809). “It is very important,” said that learned judge, ‘ thatif 
parties have made an executory contract which is to be carrie 
out by a deed afterwards executed, the real completed contra 
between the parties is to be found in the deed, and you ham 
no right whatever to look at the contract, although it is recited 
in the deed, except for the purpose of construing the deed itself 
You have no right to look at the contract either for the purposeof 
enlarging or diminishing or modifying the contract which ist 
be found in the deed itself.” And after pointing out that the 


recital of the agreement in the deed was simply for the purpos | 


of shewing the object of the parties, he continued: “ You haw 
no right for any other purpose to look at anything but the 
deed itself, unless there be a suit for rescinding the deed on th 
ground of fraud, or for altering it on the ground of mistake,” 
This statement puts the rule against allowing any referencét 
the contract after execution of the conveyance very strongly, but 
it is obvious that it proceeds upon the supposition that th 
conveyance has been executed with the intention of carrying int 
effect all that the parties had in view wheh they ‘enter 
into the contract. And whem such supposition is not corre 
—when after conveyance there still remain parts 
the contract which are unsatisfied, and which th 
conveyance was not intended to satisfy —it would entirdy 
defeat the object of the parties td say that the contract wa 
necessarily atanend. In Palmer v. Johnson (13 Q. B. D., p. 357) 
Bowen, L.J., in stating this aspect of the matter, used the 
analogy of a parol contract which is followed by writing 
‘“‘Suppose,” he said, “that the parties should make a 
contract, with the intention that it should afterwards be reduc 
into writing; and that that which is reduced into writing shal 
be the only contract, then, of course, one cannot go beyond it; 
but if they intend, as they might, that there should be som+ 
thing outside such contract, they might agree that that shoul 
exist, notwithstanding it was not in the contract which was ptt 
into writing.” Upon a similar principle, evidence can be giventl 
a parol agreement which is entered into at the same time as 
written agreement and as part of the same transactidl, 
provided the parol agreement is collateral to the writ 
agreement and does not require to be in writing under 
the Statute of {Frauds. And it. is she same, as Bows, 
L.J., proceeded to point out, when a contract is followed 
by a deed. The part of the contract which has not bet 
executed can still be enforced. ‘‘In fhe same way,” he said 
“when one is dealing with a deed by which the property i 
been conveyed, one must see if it covers the whole ground of 
preliminary contract. One must construe the prel'minst 
contract by itself, and see whether it was intended to go oa” 


any and to what extent after the formal deed had been executee © 
Similarly in Clarke v. Ramuz (1891, 2 Q. B, p. 461) the sam 


learned judge said: “It is true that the execution 
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conveyance puts an end to all contractual obligations which are 
to be intended to bé satisfied by the execution of the convey- 
” 
It appears, then, to be purgly a question of the intention of the 
ies whether the conveyatice is to be taken to be a satisfac- 
tion of all the obligations arising upon the contract, but in 
one class of cases the courts have held, after considerable 
wntroversy, that the intention is to be presumed to be against 
satisfaction. This is where it is provided in the contract that 
compensation shall be given for any errors or misstatements in 
the particulars, and such compensation is not expressly iimited 
toclaims made before conveyance. In several cases MAatins, 
V.C., declined to allow the right to compensation to be extended 
inthis way. He did so, for instance, in Manson v. Thacker (7 
Oh. D. 620), where he required the presence of fraud to justify 
compensation after conveyance for a misrepresentation, not- 
withstanding that the misrepresentation related to the subject- 
matter of the conveyance. In Re Turner and Skelton (18 
0h. D. 180) the opposite view was taken by Jxsszx, M.R., 
won the ground that the purchaser was not bound to 
find out an error in the description of the property before 
conveyance, and it was not to be supposed, therefore, that 
thé\eonveyance was intended to conclude his rights in this 
respect. Westrong protest against this result was made by 
Matis, V.C., in Allen v. Richardson (13 Ch. D. 525). “I am 
sorry to say,” he observed with a warmth which the bench does 
not now appear to emulate, ‘that I entirely dissent from all 
that the Masier of the Rolls appears to have said.” But the 
protest was unavailing, and the controversy was closed in favour 
of the purchaser by the decision of the Oourt of Appeal in 
Palmer v. Johnson (supra). 

In the recent case of Greswolde-Williams v. Barneby the 
question arose under different circumstazices~ Property, 
consisting of a mansion-house and estate, was sold by 
auction, and the particulars contained statements which, 
it was admitted, for the purpose of argument, amounted to 
& warranty that the sanitary arrangements of the house 
were in good order. After conveyance, the purchaser alleged 
breach of this warranty and claimed damages. Olearly 
before conveyance there was an obligation upon the vendor 
arising under the warranty. Was this obligation, then, one 
which was terminated by the conveyance unless expressly kept 
itseems hard, to discover any distinction between a misstate- 
p quality of the preperty which is sold and a mis- 
statement as to its condition ; and if the purchaser of la#d is not 
bound before conveyance to verify the quantity which he gets, 
sill less, it might be supposed, is the purchaser of a house 
bound to ascertain in adgance its sanitary condition. Wr1s, 
J, however, declined to decide the case on the analogy of 
Palmer v. Johnson, and adhered to what is perhaps the 
safer doctrine, that if parties intend to relyupon such repre- 
tentations they must have them incorporated in the convey- 
ance. The learned judge seems to have been not a little 
influenced by the prospect of increased litigation which 
would result if auctioneers’ descriptions were taken too readily 
4 raising contracts which could survive the conveyance, 
and by the absence from the books of any similar actions. 
Practically this may be the gound view, and there are obvious 
advantages in insisting that purchasers should finally ascertain 
their rights before conveyance, and preserve in the conveyance , 
all that they require. But the distinction between the present 
case and Palmer v. Johnson is somewhat fine, and probably the 

explanation of the matter is to regard Palmer v. Johnson as 
ed upon exceptional considerations. 








It is stated that Mr. Justice Bucknill is confined to the house by an 
of influenza, and probably will not return to court until after the 
ter vacation. 

Tn the House of Commons, on the 2Ist inst., in reply to Mr. Lambert, 
Mr. Collings said the King has been pleased to appoint that any oaths 
oe to be taken by county justices who were by areg to their 

by virtue of commissions issued in the reign of her late Majesty may 
betaken before the justice acting as chairman at the sitting of any pett; 
court of the county for which such commissions were issu 





THE PREPARATION OF A BRIEF, 


Ir 1s believed that Lord Kenyon, when in practice at the bar, 
always made it a rule to cut through with a penknife any parts 
of a brief which were of the nature of observations or argument 
by his client, on the ground that such matter was generally 
irrelevant and frequently misleading. The generalization was 
probably as hasty then as it would be now, but there wasa 
sound principle underlying it which is of considerable importance 
with reference to the subject of this article—namely, that facts, 
documents, and authorities are the material things with which 
both court and counsel have to deal, and that it must, as a rule, 
be left to counsel to present them to the court in the way which 
his own observations and arguments suggest. 

It is not proposed to refer in any way to such matters as the 
indorsement of the brief, its delivery in suitable time, the choice 
of counsel, whether leader or junior, the marking (and payment) 
of the fee, or the fixing of consultation or conference; but only 
to suggest a few principles which, though singularly elementary, 
are rarely all observed, and are sometimes altogether neglected 
in preparing the brief itself. 

In the first place, then, order and method are imperative, and 
unless a brief is put together on some system in which these 
two considerations are kept in view, it is almost better to tie u 
in a bundle copies of the material documents and proofs, wi 
a suitably indorsed back sheet, and to leave it to counsel to 
arrange the contents for himself—a proceeding, however, 
attended with obvious dangers. 

Whatever the nature of the case may be, the brief may nearly 
always conveniently shew on the front page a list of all docu- 
ments sent, arranged in chronological order, and with a short 
description of each document; and much trouble will often be 
saved at the hearing if the documents (which should never be 
themselves made pages in the brief) are not only numbered in 
this list, but also are marked in the upper right-hand corner 
outside, with a corresponding number for reference. Ina heavy 
case, where the documents are numerous, and necessarily become 
mixed up as they are referred to in court from time to time, this 
numbering is especially useful. This list of documents may 
often usefully be followed by a statement, also in chronological 
order, of the material dates of events, and of the interlocutory 
proceedings (if any) in the action ; and it may be pointed out that 
nothing but inconvenience to counsel is caused by the insertion 
among the actual pages of his brief of copies of any matters‘of 
record or guasi-record, such as summonses, notices of motion, 
orders, affidavits, and the like. It might, indeed, almost be 
laid down as a rule that the essence of a brief is that, with one 
exception, no reference to it in court should be requisite, but 
that it should practically be only in the nature of instructions, 
of which the matter in support is to be found in facts or 
documents elsewhere. The one exception relates to the proofs 
of the witnesses, which may very well, in the customary manner, 
be incorporated with the actual brief. Even here, however, 
the exception is more apparent than real, for it is not, of course, 
the proof of a witness, as supplied, but his actual statement in 
the box, which -will be material in dealing with the case, and 
the subject of reference in due course. Every document, 
except the items of the general correspondence, should have 
clearly written outside it its date and description, and, in par- 
ticulars, all copies of affidavits should have written on them the 
dates of swearing and of filing, and a copy of the prescribed note 
shewing on whose behalf the affidavit is filed. Oopies of the 
material correspondence, as a rule giving the entire letters, and 
with each letter on a folio page to itself, will form a separate 
bundle to accompany the brief. 

It is in the preparation of the next part of the brief that the 
chief difficulty and confusion generally arise. The object here 
should be to furnish counsel with an outline, historical rather 
than argumentative, of the case to date of the party on whose 
behalf the brief is delivered ; and this outline may be stated 
somewhat colloquially, if the case admits of it, and in much 
the same way as is customary when a case is shortly opened 
to the court. It may be prefaced by a statement of 
the object of the action or application, or of the particular 
order which it is sought to obtain or resist. Pleadings, affidavits, 
and other documents should be here dealt with principally by 
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reference only, and vot by lorg extracts or mere restatements , 


Thus it is generally enough to state the praver or principle of a 
pleading, without setting out the whvle d:cument, which 
counsel can read for hims+lf. To often a brief is made up of a 
mere series of long verbatim copies of the various documents 
which the draftsman considers materi»l to the case. 

A convenient scheme for the brief may often be found in the 
Opinion on evidence, if one has been «btained at the usual stage 
before trial, especially as such an opinion wil prohably have 
been framed with a view to obtaining stronger evidence than 
it has, in the result, been actually possible to procure, 
and any weak point in the case can thus be indicated. 
A separate copy of such opinion should always be 
furnished to both the leading and the junior counsel. 
Framed in this way, this part of the brief may 
generally set out, quite shortly, the issues of fact and of law 
involved, the material facts as they group themselves round 
such issues, and the evidence, oral or documentary, for or 
against thore material facts. To the law, as appearing from 
statutes, cases, and authorities, so far as the same is known to 
the compiler of the brief, it is suggested that reference should 
be made by a table showing the years and sections of the 
statutes, and the names, reports, and pages of the cases or 
authorities, with a short summary of their effect. 

Lastly, if it is thought desirable to furnish information as 
to any matter of local or personal colour—e.g., as to family 
disputes, the strength or weakness of any particular 
witness, the pecuniary position or special relation of the 
parties, or de'ails which are not, or cannot be, supported by 
evidence, or are not strictly material—this should be placed 
quite separately at the end of the brief. Here also may come 
observations and comments, which, though not such as can be 
opened to the court or supported by evidence, it is thought well 
for counsel to know, that he may realize the actual position of 
matters as distinct from those necessarily raised in the case— 
¢.g., a8 to the terms upon which a settlement is likely to be 
possible. 

Along with the brief, strictly so called, prepared as above, 
there will be left copies of or extracts from all material docu- 
ments, suitably indorsed as already indicated. It is practically 
impossible to lay down any rule as to when extracts only should 
be furnished, but as a rule full copies are preferable. 

The writer ventures to think that the above matter will 
supply a sufficient outline for the preparation of any ordinary 
brief. Special actions will of course have their special require- 
ments, and the practitioner who, in his drafting, keeps one eye 
always fixed on his prospects before the taxing-master will 
possibly find that his point of view has not been sufficiently 
considered ; but if by other practitioners, who put a higher 
standard of draftmanship before themselves when preparing a 
brief, the writer’s suggestions are either dismissed as elementary 
or thought worthy of trial, this article will not have failed in its 


object. 








REVIEWS. 
PARTNERSHIP. 


A Dicest or THE Law OF PARTNERSHIP; WITH AN APPENDIX OF 
Forms. By Sir FreDEnICK POLLocK, Bart., D.C.L., Barrister- 
at-Law, Corpu: Profsssor of Jurisprudence in the University of 
Oxford. SzventTH Epition. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


This work retains its original title notwithstanding thet the digest 
of the Jaw which it originally pubiisbed has subsantially assumed 
the form of actnal law m the Partnership Act, 1890. That Act, 
accordingly, with notes, forms Part I., and Part Ii. is devoted to 
Procedure and Administration. The story of the passing of the Act 
is told in the preface, and Sir Frederick Pollock points out that the 
original design in drafting the Bill was not only to codify the general 
law of pertnersthip but aise to authorize the formation of private 
partnerships with jimised liability, #1.d to esteblish the compulsory 
registration of firms. The second object, be observes, bas been 

actially gained by thé sanchou given by the House of Lords 
E Salomon’s case (1897, A. C. 22) to the formation’ of one- 
man c.mp-snies, and slso, we mxy add, by the distinctive 
treatment acco: ded in the Companies Act, 1900, to companies which do 
not put their »sues betore sbe public. The project for the registra- 
tion of firms has not yet made avy substantial progress, but it turms 








the su ject of an snnusl Bill, and the Bil for the present se-gion 
has ju-t been vrnt-d. The gen-ra' partne-shiv law however, wag 
suc exsfully codified upon tne ines of the draft Bil prepared by 
Sir BPrederick Pollock, and the P.«rtuership Act, 1890, ranks with the 
Bills of Exchange Act, 1882. and the Sale of Goods Act, 1893, asg 
pioneer 1n this form of legislation. In the present edition of the 
Avt the illustr-tive cases are retained, and they ar-~ pe ially 
serviceatle in +xplainiog the +ff-ct of the somewhat comp ica+d 
rules in 8 ction 2 as to the conditions under which a p«rta-rship is to 
be taken to have been created. The que-tion of the disposal of good. 
wll upon he dissolution «f a firm with whi-h the Act doss not 
d al, is discussed in a useful note, wh-re reference is made to the 
recent case of Burchell v. Wilde (1900, 1 Ch 551). The forms of 
partnership articles which have been adved, contributed by 
Mr. Dighton N. Pollock, will enhance the utility of the work to 
practitioners. 





RULING CASES, 


Ruxtine Cases. Arranged, Annotated, and Edited by Robgrr 
CAMPBELL, M.A., Barrister-a'-Law, sssisted by other Members of 
the Bar. WITH AMERICAN NoTEs by LEONARD A. JONES, A.B,, 
LUB. (Barv.), Judge of the Court of Land Reyistrarion of 
Massachusetts, Vor, XXII.: Qura TimET AcTION—RELEaggE, 
Stevens & Sous (Limited). 


The chief headings in this volume of Ruling Cases are ‘‘ Railways 
and other Public Undertakings”’ and “ Rating,” and each of them 
furnishes the full report of a large number of f»miliar and important 
cases. The thirty-nine decisions under the former bead are divided 
into sections under the sub-headings of (1) rights p+nding Bill in 
Parliament, (2) statutory powers (generally), (3) purchase of land, 
(4) questions of trespass, and (5) various provisione.. To select 
leading cases on a subject of this magnitude and diverity 
must have been a task of much difficulty, and upon a cursory 
inspection if would seem that there are some serious omissions. Thus 
none of the important seri-s ot House of Lords cases desling with 
‘‘injuriously »ffectg” are introduced. It will be found, however, 
that Brand's case (L. R. 4, H. L. 171). has already been given under 
** Action (Right of)’ (Vol I., p. 623), and doubtless other cases bear ng 
on the seme subject will be found elsewhere. Thus we notice that 
D. of Buccleugh v. Metropolitan Board of Works (L. R. 5 H. L. 418) 
»ppears under ‘ Arbitration” (Vol. III., p. 455). These cases, 
however, are not indicated in the cross-references given in the table 
of contents and the w: rk will not have attained its full utility until 
the present index, which extende only to Vol. X., has 'en supple 
mented by the final index. Among the selected cases it is ditlcult 
to understand the inclusion of Re Hobson's Trust (7 Ch. D. 
708) as to payment of money in court to trustees with 
power to sell, Its accuracy was doubted in the Court of Apped 
in Re Smith (40 Ch. D., p. 391), and the matteris now governed 
by sec’ion 32 of the Settled Land Act, 1882, and section It 
of the Act of 1890. In general, however, the cases which have been 
chosen illustrate important principles. We mav refer, for instance, 
to Ayr Harbour Trustees v. Oswald (8 App. Cas. 623) on the invalidity 
of an agreement in restraint of statutury powers; to Munns v. Lilt 
of Wight Railway Co. (L. BR. 5 Co. 414) on the rights of an unpaid 
vendor ; to Grosvenor v. Hampstead Junction Railway Co. (1 De G.& 
J. 446) on taking “ part of a nouse’’; and to Betis v. Great Haden 
Railay Co. (3 Ex. D. 182, affirmed in House of Lords, 49 L. J. Q B. 
197) on the meaning «f ‘‘ superfluous” lands ia secti n 127 of the 
Lands Clauses Act, 1845. Similariy under the h-ad of ‘‘ Rating” 
the selected cases include many which are recognized as leadmg 
authorities, such, for instance, as Jones v. Mersey Docks and Harbow 
Board ie H. L. 0. 443) and the Zrith case (1893, A. C. 562) on the 
rateability of premi-es occupied for public purposes; London and 
North-Western Railway Ov. v. Buckmaster (L. R. 10 Q. B. 70) on the 
neces-ity for exclusive occupstion ; sad T'yne Boiler Works v. 
Beton (Overseers) (18 Q. B. D. 81) as to the rating of machinery. 
As in previous volumes, notes are added hich incorporate ex) 1a ator 
or more recent cases The series, which h»s been brougnt out 
praiseworthy celerity, and which is now near completion, will forms 
very useful additiou to a lawyer's library. a 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


A Treatise on Canadian Company Law: containing a C mmentey 
on the Companirs Act of the Domivion, with Incidental R»terencs# 
the Law of the various Provinces, With full Notes of the Jan 
prudenves, and Appencices of the Statutes and Useful Forms, 
W.J. Wart K.C., of the Mon:r-al Bar, xssisted by J. A, Ewe 
B.C.L., of the Montreal Bar. Montes): 0. Thearet. 

R-port.of the Twenty-third Annus] M-eting of the American Be 
Ass vation, beld at Naratoga Springs, New York, August 29th, 3 
and 31st, 1900. Philadelphia: Dando Printing and Publishing & 
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CORRESPONDENCE, 


THE LAND TRANSFER ACTS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,—Among many extraordinary things which we bave met with 
in the practical working of these Acts, the following occurrence 
certainly deserves to be recorded. 

A mortgagee client, whose charge had been satisfied as to part of 
the nary hee eg in it, was required to leave his m e at 
the Land sap to be docketed before the transter could be 
registered. We accordingly left the deed. Some days afterwards the 
purchaser's solicitors brought us the deed, which had sent to them 
from the Land Registry. 

This shewed great carelessness on the a of the officials, to say the 
least; but we were still more astonished, on pointing out to the 
clerks what they had done, to find them try to justify their action, on 
the ground that the transferee’s solicitors had, on tneir application to 
register their trausfer, requested that the documents should be 
returned to them. This request was taken to include any documents 
which might be lodged at the registry by other parties to facilitate 
the registration, and the true po-ition of the mortgagee and his 
solicitors was altogether overlooked ! RussELL & RUSSELL. 

59, Culeman-street, Londun, E.C., March 22. 





ESTATE DUTY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir.—Soui' i -«»go I believe I observed a report of a case under 
the Estate Luty Av. in which it was held that where an estate or 
property had been valued or ass+ssed for estate duty on the proving 
of the will, and the duty paid thereon, no further duty was payable 
if in after years the property was realized at an increased value by 
resson of competition or something of that kind. 

I bave a simil»r case, and should be obliged if you or any of your 
readers could refer me to it. Cc. 


March 25. 

[We do not recall any decision to the effect referred to. According 
to Soward on Estate Duty (4th ed., p. 149), if the amount actually 
realized on sale differs from the estimated value, a presumption is 
raised that the «estimate was wrong; but this presumption may be 
rebutted by evidenee of circumstances which bave o since 
the death to cause an alteration in value. If the presumption 
cannot be rebutted, the estate duty must be readjusted.—Eb. S.J. ] 
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GARDNER ». HODGSON’S KINGSTON BREWERIES CO. No. 2. 
17th Dec. ; 25th March. 


Eassment—Ricut or Way—Parment or Rent—Unintsrrvuptep Ensoy- 
MENT OF Over Forty Years—Paro.t Licence— Prescription Act (2 & 3 
Wut. 4, c. 71), s. 2. 


Appeal from Cozens-Hardy, J. (reported 48 W. R. 469). The plaintiff 
as trustee under a will was the freeholder of a messuage and premises 
No. 203, High-street, Sutton. The only access for horses and carts to the 
back part of the premises, which had for many years been used for the 
business of livery stables, was through the yard of an inn called the “‘ Red 
Lion,’’ which belonged to the defendants. The plaintiff claimed a declara- 
tion that she was entitled to a right of way for horses and carts through the 
“Red Lion” yard to and from High-street. She also claimed a right of 
way to a pump in the yard, but this right the defendants did not contest. 
The facts proved to the judge were t for upwards of sixty years the 
use of the way through the yard for horses and carriages had been ae 
and regularly enjoyed without interruption by the occupier of the 
livery stables, and the owner of No. 203, High-street bad at least 
from 1855 paid a yearly sum of 15s. to the owner of the “ Red 
Lion.’”” This sum the defendants alleged was paid by way of rent 
for the exercise of the right of way through the yard. The plaintiff 
denied this and asserted that the money was paid for the repair of 
the road. There was no evidence as to the origin of the payment 
of 158. a year and no evidence of any consent or agreement in wri to 
cosh the A of vette = = ye of ene Rae the defendants 
served notice in wri upon t ¢ plainti er to give up the use 
of the yard of the ‘“‘ Red Lion.” Oo > Heodt J., oH that actual 
uninterrupted enjoyment of a way for a years was sufficient to establish 
an easement, unless it was shewn to have enjoyed under some written 
consent or agreement, and that therefore the plaintiff was entitled to the 
declaration asked for. From this decision the defendants appealed. 

Tuz Covrt (VavcnHan Wrutrams and Romzr, L.JJ., Rresy, L.J., dis- 
senting) allowed the aj , holding that the plaintiff had not enjoyed the 
right of way over the dante’ premises ‘‘as of right” within the mean- 
ing of sections 2 and 5 of the Prescription Act. ‘They came to the con- 


be drawn was that each annual payment was made for permission to use 
the way for the preceding year. Their lordships also held that it could 
not, from the facts proved in this case, be inferred that there was a lost 
on bo Se The plaintiff had failed to prove that the 
user was ‘‘ of right” ler the statute, and the a must therefore be 
allowed —Counse., Macnaghten, K.C., and Cave; Micklem, K.C., and 2. &. 
Ford. Soxscrrors, Spencer, Gibson, ¢ Co. ; Lovell ¢ Broad. 

[Bepcrted by 8. EB. Witt14ms, Barrister-at-Law. | 


SHUTTLEWORTH v. MURRAY. No. 2. 22nd March. 
Wiii—Oonstruction—Extpest Son Enrtrr.ep To Possgssion. 


By his will, dated the 29th of January, 1855, Edmund Grimshaw devised 
his real estates in the county of Lancaster, after the death of his nephews 
Richard Atsinson and F. F. Brandt, to whom he gave successive life 
estates, to the use of all and every the son and sons of the said F. F. 
Brandt who should be born in the testator’s lifetime or in due time after 
and all and every the son or sons of the said Richard Atkinson then living 
and who should be born in the testator’s lifetime or in due time after 
(other than and except an eldest or only son for the time being entitled to 
the possession or to the receipt of the rents, issues, and profits of certain 
estates situate within the pach of Cockerham, in the county of Lan- 
caster, after the decease of the said Richard Atkinson as tenant for life or 
any greater estate or interest whatsoever) severally and successively in 
remainder one after another and as between each branch as they and every 
‘of them should be in seniority of age and priority of birth, but as between 
the two branches alternately and turn by turn and their assigns during 
their several and respective lives without a of waste, the eldest 
or only one of such sons or son of the F. F. Brandt taking the first 
turn and the eldest or only one of such sons or son of the said R. Atkinson 
(other than and except as aforesaid) taking the next turn, and 60 
successively changing from one branch to another: with limitations 
over under which, in the events which happened, the remainder in 
fee became vested in Richard Atkinson. The testator died in 1875. F. F. 
Brandt died in the lifetime of the testator without having married. 
Richard Atkinson had several children, the eldest of whom, Richard Norton 
Atkinson, was born in 1847. At the date of the disentailing assurance 
mentioned below R. Atkinson was tenant for life, and R. N. Atkinson 
tenant in tail in remainder of the Cockerham estate. By a disentailing 
deed dated the 16th of Jan , 1869, the Cockerham estate was limited to 
such uses as the said R. A m and R. N. Atkinson should jointly 
appomt. By a deed dated the 19th of January, 1869, the estate was 
jointly appointed by the father and the son to trustees upon trust for sale. 
he estate was ay yf sold by the trustees, who received the 
purchase-money. In 1870 N. Atkinson became bankrupt, and his 
interest in the purchase-money and his interest under the testator’s will 
were acquired by his father R. Atkinson from the trustee in bankruptcy. 
Richard Atkinson died recently, and this summons was taken out to 
determine whether R. N. Atkinson was excluded under the tion of 
an eldest son for the time being entitled to the possession of the 
estate. Cozens-Hardy, J., held that he was so excluded, and that his next 
surviving brother was now entitled to the rents and i 
estates. From this decision the persons entitled to the interest of R. N. 
ey, VaucHAN Wiuams, and Srieume, L.JJ.) allowed 


Atkineon now appealed. 

Tus Covrr ( 

Riesy, L.J., after rey the facta and pointing out that the Cockerham 
estates had passed out of the Atkinson into the hands of strangers 
before the will came into o said that he was quite unable to 
follow the reasoning of the learned judge in the court below, who seemed 
to have thought that the words of exception were technical words which 
had received an accepted construction for many His lordship 
was, however, of opinion that they were not technical words, but plain 
English words, and that they had never been construed as technical words 
by any court down to the present time. True it was that words in 
some resembling them had received an interpretation different 
from the natural and primd facie meaning, but that was done under an 
overriding constraint of intention. The case of Collingwood v, Stanhope 
(L. R 4H. L 43) did not apply bere, and did not sp the judgment 
in the court below. This was not a case of a in parentss 
provision that the eldest son should have the estate and the younger 
children portions. There was nothing of the kind here. There was no 
gift toa class and no distribution, and arguments based on a gift toa 
class or distribution were unfounded. Another case referred to was the 
case of Domvile v. Winnington (26 Uh. D. 382), but the observations of Kay, 
J., which had been relied on, were not necessary for the decision of that 
case, and were mere oditer dicta. The words of exception in the present 
case must bear their primary and natural , and as R. N. Atkinson 
did not come withm those words, he could not be deprived of his succes- 
tion. The decision of the court below must therefore be reversed. 

Vavenan Wiis and Sriauine, L.JJ., concurred.—Oounsst, Haldane, 
K ©., Macnaghien, K.C., and Hon. T. W. Watson; Swinfen Eady, K.O., 
Vernon Smith, K.C., and B. 8 Ford. Sorcrrors, Collyer-Bristow ¢ Oe. ; 
Robins, Hay, Waters, § Hay. 

| Reported by 8, B. Wiitiams, Barrister-at-Law, | 


COLLISON v. WARREN. No. 2. 20th March. 
Pracrics—Inrsrm Insuncrron—Apriication BY Derenpant—No 


OovuNnTBRCLAIN. 
This was an the decision of Buckley, J. (reported ens, 
p. 387). The wpestitt Saiaed 0 donlasation thet be wes evitied to be 
retained as manager of an hotel in London; but before deli 





clusion that, under the circumstances of this case, the proper inference to 


pleadings the defendant gave a notice of motion ‘asking that the plaintiff, 








YHE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





March 30, 190%; 








= 





his servants or agents, his wife, or any member of his family, might until 
the trial be restrained from remaining in the hotel and from interfering 
with the conduct or management of the hotel business. In August, 1899, 
the plaintiff, who was then carrying on the business, executed a deed of 
assignment for the benefit of his creditors, and thereby assigned to the 
defendant, as trustee, all his personal pro , except the leasehold 
premises in which the business of the hotel was carried on (which had 
already been charged as collateral security in favour of another person), 
upon trust as long as the trustee should think fit to carry on tne hotel 
business, with power to sell (with certain consents), and in the meantime 
to engage the services of the plaintiff, who with his wife and family should 
during such engagement be entitled to reside and board on the premises, as 
manzger of the hotel, at a salary of £100 per annum, payable monthly. Tne 
deed contained a declaration of trust by the plaintiff, in respect of the lease, 
in favour of the defendant. On the 11th of February, 1901, the defendant 
wrote to the plaintiff stating that, for a reason stated, the committee of 
inspection had instructed the defendant to summarily dismiss the plaintiff 
from the management or control of the botel, and that he was to accept 
this intimation as final notice of his dismissal, that from that date his 
services were no longer required, and that he was requested forthwith to 
leave the premises. With this notice the defendant sent the plaintiff the 
amount of wages then due and one month’s wages in lieu of notice. The 
learned judge held that, as the defendant’s application for an injunction 
arose out of or was incidental to the plaintiff’s cause of action, the court 
could grant an injunction, although the defendant had not yet delivered 
any pleading; and his lordship accordingly granted an injunction 
restraining the plaintiff until judgment in the action or further order (1) 
from interfering with or disturbing: the defendant in his possession and 
occupation of the hotel; and (2) from in any way interfering with the 
conduct or management of the business. 

Tue Court (Ricny, Vavcnan Wiitiams, and Srrauina, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. “ 

Ricsy, L.J., said that the plaintiff claimed to be the irremovable 
manager of the business of the hotel. It was plain that he did not claim 
to be in the hotel as owner or trustee for the creditor who had a charge on 
it. This being so, his lordship thought that there was no ground for the 
plaintiff’s claim to remain in the hotel. He had been summarily dismissed 
by the trustee, with the approval of the committee of inspection. There- 
upon his right to occupy rooms in the hotel terminated. Under the deed 
the trustee was to manage the hotel as he thought fit, not as the plaintiff 
thought fit. In his lordship’s opinion the learned judge was quite rigot in 
granting the injunction, and the appeal must be dismissed. 

Vaveuan Wiis and Srimuinc, L.JJ., concurred.—Covnse.. Israel 
_- 3 Astbury, K.C., and Simmons. Soxtcrtors, Lewis Davis; W. Gipps 

ent. 

[Reported by J. L. Srirzuixe, Barrister-at-Law. 


BURROWS v. MATABELE GOLD REEFS AND ESTATES CO. 
No. 2, 20th and 21st March. 


Company—Suares—Unverwrittnc—Option to UNpDERWRITERS TO TAKE 
Suares at Fixep Price—Apriication or SHaRres tN PAYMENT OF 
— Commission—Oompantes Act, 1900 (63 & 64 Vicr. c. 48), 
8. 8. 

This was an appeal from an order of Farwell, J., granting an injunction 
to restrain the defendant company from carrying into effect certain under- 
writing agreements. ‘The plaintiff, on behalf of himself and all other 
shareholders of the defendant company, moved for an injunction to 
restrain the defendant company from entering into or carrying into effect 
an agreement or agreements made or about to be made by the company 
whereby, in consideration of the guarantee of the issue of 60,000 shares of 
the company (part of an issue of 80,000 shares of £1 each then being 
offered by the company to its shareholders), the company agreed to give to 
the persons or person giving such guarantee an option to the 30th of June, 
1901, on 15,000 unissued shares of £1 each of the company at the price of 
£2 10s. a share, or, in the alternative, to restrain the defendant company 
from applying or agreeing to apply any of its shares or capital 
money directly or indirectly in the payment of a commission or allowance 
to any person in consideration of his subscribing or agreeing to subscribe for 
all or any part of an issue of 80,000 shares of £1 each of the defendant 
company then being offered to its shareholders in accordance with the terms 
of a notice signed by the secretary of the defendant company and dated 
the lst of February, 1901. Thecompany was incorporated in March,'1899, 
with a capital of £500,000 in £1 shares, of which £387,030 have been 
issued. In February, 1901, the directors determined to issue £80,000 of 
the unissued capital, and on the Ist of February, 1901, sent a circular to 
the existing shareholders of the company offering them an allotment of 
one share for every five held by them at the price of £2 10s. per share. 
Before this the directors had entered into an agreement with some persons 
to underwrite this issue to the extent of 60,000 shares, and in considera- 
tion thereof the underwriters were to have the right at any time up to the 
80th of June, 1901, to subscribe for shares which were to be allotted to 
them at a similar price of £2 10s. per share, a portion of the unissued 
shares remaining after the iseue of £80,000 had been made, ‘The fact that 
this option had been given was stated in the circular issued to the share- 
holders. The shares of the company in fact stand at a much higher price 
than £2 10s, eo much eo that the underwriters had since agreed to raise 
the option price to £3 15s. By section 8 of the Companies Act, 1900— 
a) Opon any offer of shares to the public for subscription it shall be 
lawful for a company to pay commission to any — in consideration 
of his subscribing or agreeing to subscribe, whether absolutely or con- 

ly for any shares in’ the company, or procuring‘or agreeing to 
procure subscri ; whether absolute or ecnlitionat, ‘or any shares in 
the company, if the payment of the commission and the amount or rate per 


(LIM.). 


cent. of the commission paid or agreed to be paid are respectively authorized 
by the articles of association and disclosed in the prospectus, and the 
commission paid or agreed to be paid does not exceed the amount or rate 
so authorized. (2) Save as aforesaid no company shall apply avy of its 
shares or capital money either directly or indirectly in payment of any 
commission, discount, or allowance to any person in consideration of his 
subscribing or agreeing to subscribe, whether absolutely or conditionaily, 
for any shares of the company, procuring or agreeing to procure sub- 


or whether the shares or money be so applied by being added to the 
purchare-money of any property acquired by the company, or to the 
contract price of any work to be execuied for the company, or the money 
be paid out of the nominal purchase-money or contract price, or other. 
wise. (3) But nothing in this section shall affect the power of any 
company to pay such brokerage as it has heretofore been lawful for a 
company to pay.’? Farwell, J., held that the proposed arrangement would 
be an application of shares in payment of commission in consideration of g 
person subscribing or agreeing to subscribe for shares in the company, and 
would, therefore, be illegal under sub-section 2. Accordingly he granted 
the injunction asked for. The defendant company appealed. tie! 

Tuer Court (Ricsy, VaucHaNn Wiuuiams, and Srrriinc, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. : 

Ricsy, L.J.—The question is whether, upon the construction of section 
8, this agreement is or is not permissible. It has been admitted that the 
company cannot claim the benefit of sub-section 1 of section 8, whether 
this is or is not an offer to the public, because there is no provision in the 
company’s articles of association authorizing the amount or rate per cent, 
of the commission agreed to be paid. It is also admitted that sub-section 
3 has no application to the present case. The only question, therefore, is to 
consider the meaning of sub-section 2. It has been said that the con- 
struction of this sub-section is difficult. I cannot see where the difficuity 
comes in. Snb-section 2 provides that, save as prescribed by sub-section, 
no company shall “apply any of its shares or capital, either directly or 
indirectly, in payment of any commission,”’ to any person in consideration 
of his subscribing or agreeing to sub-cribe for shares of the company. Here 
the company clearly agreed to allot the 15,000 shares in consideration of the 
underwriters applying for other shares. A great deal of ingenuity has 
been spent in endeavouring to shew that sub-section 2 is difficult to 
construe. It is difficult if you wish to wrest the words from their plain 
meaning; but I shall get out of the difficulty by adopting the plain 
meaning. It is argued that the words must mean “apply the nominal 
value of the shares.”” There is nothing about nominal value in the sub- 
section. A share is worth to the company that which it will bring. Itit 
will bring more than its nominal value that price is its value to the 
company. The straightforward meaning of the sub-section is that the 
company are not to apply their shares in the payment of underwriting 
commission. I cannot. conceive how the shares could be more pl 
applied in that way than by allotting them to the underwriters. That 
what is prohibited by the sub-section. It is within the plain language of 
the sub-section. The view taken by Farwell, J., is, in my opmion, right, 
and the appeal ought to be dismissed: 

Vavenan Wuutams, L.J.—I agree. I think that such an allotment as 
is proposed is manifestly an application of the shares within the meaning 
of the word “apply” in sub-section 2. It was not really argued but 
that this is co if you take the literal meaning of the words, but it was said 
that the meaning of the words ought to be modified because the sub- 
section is really directed against misapplication of capital. I do not know 
that thisisso. On the contrary, when I find the distinction drawn between 
shares and capital money I am rather led to the contrary conclusion, I 
think it poseible that the very object of the Legislature was to prevent the 
payment of these commissions for placing shares by giving options of this 
description, but whether this is so or not I have not to decide. I merely 
decide on what seems to me the perfectly plain meaning of the sub- 
section. 

Srietinc, L.J.—I am of the same opinion. Having regard to sub- 
section 2, I do not think a company having £1 shares could issue or allot 
one of those shares partly m consideration of £2 10s., and partly i 
consideration of an agreement to subscribe for other shares of the 
company. That is an application of the shares which is struck at by this 
sub-section If I am right in that conclusion, it follows that this agree- 
ment is beyond the powers of the company. I think the judgment of 
Farwell, J., was ectly correct, and ought to be affirmed —Counszl, 
Swinfen Bady, K.0 , Bramwell Davis, K.0., and Kirby ; Upjohn, K.0., and 
Eustace Smith. Soxicrrons, Ashurst, Morris, Crisp, § Co. ; Morse, Hewitt, ¢ 


Farman. 
[Reported by J. I. Srinmiixa, Barnster-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
LLOYDS BANK v. PEARSON. Cozens-Hardy, J. 6th March. 
Morrcace—Tavst vor Sate—Mortcace or Benericiran Revexsionaat 

Inrexest or One or Trustezs—Furtuer Incumprances—No Notice 

ro UTHER Trustezs—Sunszquent Mortoace with Norice to Trusrsis 

—Pxioniry. 

By a deed of settlement, dated the 3rd of May, 1872, certain freehold 
property at Eastbourne was vested in three trustees upon trust at the 
request of Mrs. E, E. Pearson during her life, and after her death at the dit- 
cretion of the trustees, to sell and invest the moneys to arise from the sale 
and ‘pay the income to Mrs. Pearron for her life for her separate Us 
without power of anticipation, and after her decease to stand po ot 





thereof in trust for all the children of Mrs. Pearson at twenty-one @ 





scriptions, whether absolute or conditional, for any shares in the company, . 


the trust moneys and securities, and the interest, dividends, and income © 
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marriage, the rents and profits, until sale, to be paid and applied as 
income. At the date of this action the property still remained unsold. In 
1892 the trustees so appointed were Henry Srapley, Stephen Steele, and 
F. T. Pearson, the last-named being one of the four children of Mrs. 
Pearson (who was still living), and who, in addition to his own one-fourth 
share, became entitled, under the will of a sister who died in November, 
1896, to one equal third share of her one-fourth share. By deed dated the 
lst of April, 1896, G. H. Fiowers was appointed trustee in the place of 
Stapley, who had died. Steele died after the commencement of the action. 
On the 27th of September, 1892, F. T. Pearson mortgaged his reversionary 
one-fourth of the property for £800 to the Capital and Counties Bank, 
but the mortgage having been paid off by Lloyds Bank, it was admitted 
that they were entitled to rank as first mort 8 in respect thereof. 
By deed dated the 22nd of November, 1892, wholiy in the handwriting 
of F, T. Pearson, who was a solicitor, he mortgaged his reversionary interest 
toa person named Grinyear for £500, subject to the first mortgage of £800, 
which was admitted. By another deed, dated the 29th of June, 1873, 
also in F. T. Pearson’s handwriting, he charged his reversionary one-fourth 
share to Grinyear with a further sum of £500; and both these deeds he 
retained in his hands for several years. No notice of either of these two 
mortgages was given to Flowers as solicitor to the trustees, 
nor was it proved that any notice of them was given to Stapley 
or Steele. In August, 1894, Pearson made a mortgage of the 
property to M. J. Hart, subject only to the bank’s first mortgage 
of £800; but Pearson then made a statutory declaration that he 
hed never mortgaged, charged, or otherwise incumbered his part or 
share except by this bank mortgage of £800; and the deed of mortgage 
contained a provision that no noice should be given either to the 
bank or to the trustees until the reversion fell into possession unless default 
wasmade. This mortgage had, however, been paid off before action. 
In May, 1898, Pearson mortgaged all his interest, which compriced bis 
one-fourth share, plus his proportion of his deceased sister’s share, to 
Lloyds Bank, to secure his current account up to £1,800. Notice of this 
charge was given to Flowers, and inquiry was then made at the bank, and 
the bank was found to have had no notice or knowledge of either of the 
charges held by Grinyear. Pearson absconded, and tbe question for 
decision now was whether Grinyear’s securities, which were prior in time, 
took precedence of the charge of Lloyds Bank. 

Cozsns-Harpy, J.—The rule in Dearle v. Hall (1828)(3 Russ. 1, 27 
R. R. 1) clearly applied, although the land had not been sold and although 
the securities purported to deal with land and not with money. The case 
must, therefore, be dealt with on the assumption that Grinyear could only 
rely upon the knowkdge which Pearson, one of the trustees, had ot bis 
ownincumbrances. Was that sufficient? ‘The very point was decided by 
Kindersley, V.C., in Browne v. Savage (1859, 4 Drew 635), but he was 
asked to hold that that decision was not well founded, and was incon- 
sistent with prior and subsequent cases. He w+s not aware that Browne 
y. Savage so tar as it related 10 the effect of notice to or knowledge of a 
trustee assignor, had ever been questioned. It was quoted with approval 
by Romilly, M.R , in Willis v. Greenhill (1860, 29 Beav. 376, 387) ; and on 
appeal (1861, 4 De G. F. & J. 147) Lord Westbury said he 
did not intend to overrule or throw doubt upon any former decision, 
including, of course, Browne v. Savage. In Ward v. Duncombe (1893, 
App. Cas. 369) Browne v. Savage was cited by counsel, but there 
was no mention of it by Lord Herschell or Lord Macnaghten, 
and nothing in either of their judgments to impugy its authority. 
But it was contended that the rule in Dearie v. Hall Yested upon the 
— of bankruptcy law as to order and disposition, and that, on the 

owledge of one of the assignors, who was a trustee, had been held to be 
sufficient to take a chose in action out of the order and disposition of the 
assignors (Hx parte Rogers (1856, 8 De G. M. & G. 271)), the same rule 
Ought to apply as between several incumbrancers, and that Kindersley, 
Y.0,, overlooked this. But there was a fallacy in the argument. There 
was the authority of the Court of Appeal that the two cares were not 
analogous: Saffron Walden Second Benefit Building Society v. Rayner (1880, 
l4 Ch. D. 406), Mutual Life Assurance Society v. Langley (1886, 32 Ch D. 
460). His lordship accepted Lord Macnaghten’s judgment in Ward v. 
Duncombe as a guide. He did not profess to be able to discover any 
definite principle upon which the rule in Dearle v. Hall was founded, 
but it must now be recognized as a positive rule although it was 
not to be extended. It would be whittling away the rule and making 
ita mere trap if it were to be held that the knowledge which an assignor 
trustee had of his own incumbrance was sufficient to give the assignee 
priority against a subsequent incumbrancer who gave due notice to all the 

es. The plaintiff bank was therefore entitled to priority over the 
defendant Grinyear.—Counse, Eve, K.C., and Curtis Price; Micklem, K.O., 
and #. P, Hewitt, Soxscrrors, Venn $ Woodeock, for T. A. Goodman, 
Brighton ; Clarke § Calkin, for Howlett $ Clarke, Brighton. 


(Reported by A. Giyxnr-Jonzs, Barrister-at-Law.) 


Re HOLLAND. GREGG v. HOLLAND. Farwell, J. ‘iith, 2ist, and 
22nd March. 


Huswann anp Wire—Hvsnanp Entitiep June Marrrt ro Wrrr’s Rever- 
SIONARY INTEREST IN PERSONALTY — ANTES-NvuPTIAL AGREEMENT — Post- 
Nvptiat serrnement—RecrraL— VoLuntary SEtTLeMEntT ny Hvssanp— 
—_ on Orepirors—Trustse in Bankruptcy — Estopret—STatTvuTs 

Liz, c. 5 


Adjourned summons. Under the will of H. H., dated the 26th of April, 
1871, his daughter ©. F. H. was entitled in remainder expectant on the 
death of the testator’s widow to one-eighth share of the proceeds of sale of 
his residuary real estate and personal estate. The testator died on the 
12th of December, 1871. On the 27th of August, 1872, O. F. H., beiog 





then an infant, intermarried with I. M. B. On the 8th of Fe , 1873, 
a poet-nuptial settlement was executed by deed made between I. M. B. 
and ©. F., his wife, then an infant, of the first part, the trustees of the 
will of H. H. (who were also her dians) of the second part, and two 
trustees of the third This deed contained the following recital : 
*¢ And whereas the said parties hereto of the first part intermarried on the 
27th day of August, 1872, and previously to such marriage the said 
I. M. B. agreed to make such settlement of the fortune of his said wife as 
is hereinafter contained’’; and a covenant by the husband with the 
trustees that immediately upon the share and interest of and in the 
residuary estate and effects of the said H. H., to which the husband and 
wife cr the husband in his right or either of them then were or was or 
thereafter might become entitled becoming an interest in possession, the 
husband and wife or the survivor and all other necessary ies would 
assign and transfer the said share to the trustees of the settlement upon 
the trusts thereinafter declared. The trusts of the settlement were for the 
wife for life for her separate use without power of anticipation, and after. 
her death, if the husband should not have been or becomea bankrupt, &c., 
for the husband until he should become bankrupt, &c., with remainder for 
the issue of the marriage in the usual way, the survivor of the husband and 
wife having a power of appointment amongst issue. On the 14th of April, 
1877, Mrs. B. died. On the 25th of October, 1897, I. M. B. appointed 
two-thirds of the trust funds to two of his sons and surrendered his life 
interest to them. On the lst of March, 1898, a receiving order was made 
against him, and on the 18th of March, 1898, he was adjudicated a 
bankrupt. On the 11th of December, 1899, the widow of H. H. died and 
tne eighth share of residue given by his will to Mrs. B. fell into possecsion. 
The fund was claimed by the trustees and beneficiaries under the settle- 
ment of the 8th of February, 1873. The official receiver, as trustee of 
I. M. B, resisted their claim. Tne question was ued at length, and 
most of the authorities referred to in his lordship’s judgment below were 
cited. Cur. adv. vult. 

Farwett, J., after stating the facts as above, read from a written judg- 
ment to the following effect: It is conceded by the trustees and 
beneficiaries that the settlement cannot be enforced unless it can be sup- 
ported by the consideration of marriage, and they rely on the recital of an 
ante-nuptial contract. The first question is whether the settlement con- 
taining such a recital is sufficient to satisfy the Statute of Frauds. It seems 
now settled that in the absence of such a recital a parol contract before 
marriage cannot support a settlement made after marriage. The cases are 
c nflicting, but this is the conclusion on the balance of authorities. [His 
lordship here referred to or quoted from the cases of Hodgson v. Huichenson 
(5 Vin. Abr. 522, placit. 34), Moore v. Edwards (4 Ves. 23), Blagden v. Bradbear 
(12 Ves. 466, at p 471), Montacute v. Maxwell (1 Eq. Aobrid. 19, Prec. 
in Chanc. 526, 1 Stra. 236), Taylor v. Beech (1 Ves. sen. 296), Surcombe v. 
Pinniger (3 De G. M. & G. 571, at p. 575).] In Barkworth v. Young (4 
Drew. 1) Kindersley, V.C., said that the opinicn expressed by sir W. 
Grant in Randall v. Morgan (12 Ves. 67) ‘‘ is expressed in the form of a 
strong doubt, and unquestiunably even the doubts of such a judge are 
entitled to the utmost consideration and deference. But, notwithstanding 
that doubt, it has been since held by Lord Langdale in De Beil v. Thomson 
(3 Beav. 469), and by Lord Cottenham in the same case on appeal (see note 
in 12 Cl. & Fin. 64), that a written memorandum or note made after the 
mar of a parol agreement made before the marriage would be suffi- 
cient within the statute ; the former referring to Lord Harcourt’s opimion 
in Hodgson v. Hutchenson (uhi supra), and the latter referring not only to 
that cuse, but also to Lord Hardwicke’s decision in Taylor v. Beech (ubi 
supra), and to that of Lord Macclesfield in Montacute v. Maxwell (1 Stra. 236). 
All these opinions must, I think, outweigh Sir W. Grant’s doubt.”” [His 
lordsbip, having further referred to De Beil v. Thomson and Hammersley v. 
De Beil, and also to Lassence v. Tierney (1 Mac. & G. 551, at p. 572),, 
continued as foilows:] Except so far, therefore, as the case in Vin. Abr. 
is an authority, I come to the conclusion that the decision of Kindersley, 
V.0., in Barkworth v. Young was not supported by express authority. Un 
the other hand, besides the dictwm of Sir W. Grant, there are three cares 
of the highest authority which, in my opinion, shew that Barkworth v. 
Young cannot be + upported—viz., Spurgeon v. Collier (1 Ed. 55. 61), Warden 
v. Jones (6 W. R. 180. 2 De G. & J. 76), and Trowell v Shenton (26 W. R. 
837, 8 Ch. D. 318, 324, 326); see also Sugden on Powers, 647-650. In 
both of the last cares the court expreesly pomted out that there was no 
recital of any ante-nuptial eement, ana the next question | have to 
consider is whether the existence of such a recital es any difference. 
In my opinion it does not. It follows from the decicions 1 have cited that 
no post-nuptial settlement can by iteelf satisfy the statute. It is the date 
of execution, not the contents of the document, that is material. Recitals 
may in some cases raise a case of estoppel, but they cannot affect 
the construction of a statute, nor cau the same document be 
at one and the same time an agreement within and an agree- 
ment not within the statute, as it is impeached by 
a settlor or his creditors. Further, to satisfy section 4 of the Statate 
of Frauds, an agreement or memorandum or note thereof must be 
reduced into writing and signed before the m . The statute 
renders written evidence of the t indie le: Maddison v. 
Alderson (31 W. R. 820, 8 App. Cas. 473, at p 488). An agreement which 
a man cannot be compelled to perform is a voluntary agreement, and here 
it is immaterial that the post-nuptial agreement is under seal, for equity 
will not aid a volun covenant by specific performance: Jeferys v. 
Jefferys (Cr. & Ph. 138). It is yery doubtful whether Dundas v. Dutens 
(1 Ves, jun. 199, 2 Cox 235) is more than a dictum, as reported in Vesey, who is 
more trustworthy. I have considered this-in detail, because, if Lord 
Thurlow decided the point, Lord Cranworth’s dictwn could not overrule 
it, and it would of course be binding on me. But I think it is only a 
dictum, and that it is outweighed by the dicta of Lord C*aaworth in 
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Warden v. Jones (ubi supra), approved in TZroweil v. Shenton (ubi supra) 
and in Lord St. Leonards on Powers, 650. Tne trustees and beneficiaries 
claiming this fund relied on a passage in Lord selborne’s judgment in 
Codrington v. Lindsay (21 W. R 182 8 Oh. App. 578, 588), where, as also 
in Battersbee v. Farrington (1 Sw. 106, 113), there was an express recital of 
an ante-nuptial contract contained in the post-nuptial se:tlement. In the 
Jatter case Sir T. Plumer meant that, although the post-nuptial settlement 
does not satisfy the statute, the recital of an ante-nuptial contract may 
bind the party making it and volunteers claiming under him by estoppel ; 
and so it was argued here that the trustee in bankruptcy stands in no 
better position than the bavkrapt, and is as much bound by estoppel. 
This is true as % general proposition, but is subject to exceptions (1) under 
section 47 of the Bankruptcy Act; (2) under the Statute of Elizabeth ; 
and (3) im cases of fraud. Exception (1) is here excluded both by the 
term: of the section itself and by the periods that have elapsed. Excep- 
tion (3) is stated by Martin, B., in Horton v. Westminster Improvement Com- 
missioners (7 Ex. 780, 791), and also in Doe v. Lioyd (5 Bmg N. C. 74l). 
Exception (2) applies here, for when the husband entered into the covenant 
of the 8th of February, 1873, he was entitled jure mariti to the property 
in question, which was a reversionary interest in personalty, subject 
only to the contingency of his wife's surviving him before he had reduced 
it into porses-ion ; by that settlement he expressly provided that his 
property shou'd be wichdrawn from his creditors in ca-e he became bank- 
rupt; it is therefore fraudulent within 13 Eliz. (according to Re Pearson, 
Ez parte Stephens, 25 W. R. 126, 3 Ch. D. 807, and Osborn v. Morgan, 9 
Hare 432, and notwithstanding Re Detmold, 37 W. R. 442, 40 Ch. D. 585, 
aod Montefiore v. Behrens, L. R.1 Eq. 171). I therefore think not only 
that the trustee in bankruptcy would not be bound by estoppel if any 
such arose, but that the recital is not sufficiently precise to create an 
estoppel ; it is quite consistent with the existence of a mere parol agree- 
ment, for a pleader might insert the very words of that recital in his 
defence and yet plead that sucn agreement was not in writing so as to 
satisfy the Statute of Frauds. Even if the reci‘al had been of an agree- 
ment in writing, it would have been open to the trustee in bankruptcy to 
adduce evidence to shew that it was untrue, and if it were unirue it 
would be fraudulent within Baron Mertin’s judgment cited above. subject 
to procuring letters of administration to the estate of Mrs. B., the official 
receiver is entitled to her share in the testator’s estate. -CovunsEL. Cozens- 
Hardy ; Upjohn, K.C., and Adams ; St. John Clerke. Soxicirors, H. Clifion 
Lambert ; Tarry, Sherlock, & King ; Van Sandau & Co. 
[Reported by W. H. Draper, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re SELOUS. THOMSON v. SELOUS. Farwell, J. 20th March. 


Serrizp Estate—Trustzes—Two Prrsons—Tsnants 1x Common—Joint 
Tgnants —Lecat Estars—Eavuiras.e Estate—MeEncer. 


Originating summons. The testator bequeathed a leasehold messuage 
to a trustee in trust for two of his daughters in equal shares as tenants in 
common. He died on the 24th of september, 1890 By an indenture 
dated the 24th of June, 1895, and made between the trustee of the one 
part and the daughters of the other part, after reciting the above request 
and reciting that the daughters had requested the trustee to execute such 
assignment to them of the said messuage as was thereinafter expressed, it 
was witnessed that the trustee at the request and by the direction of the 
daughters assigned the messuage to the daughters as joint tenants for the 
residue of the lease, the daughters entering mto a joint covenant with the 
trastee to pay the rent and perform the covenants of the lease and to 
indemnify the trustee against all claims on account of the eame. One 
of the daughters havivg died on the 15th of September, 1900, this 
summons was taken out to determine, among other questions, whether one 

of the leasehold mes-uage belonged to her estate or whether the 
entirety belonged to the surviving daughter. For the executors of the 
deceased daughter it was argued that the equitable estate of the tenancy 
in common was not merged or extinguished in the legal joint tenancy, the 
two estates (equitabie and legal) not being commensurate or of the same 
quality. For the surviving daughter it was submitted that there was a 
merger of the equitable estate and therefore a joint tenancy: Selby v. 
Ab-ton (8 Ves. 338), Lee v. Lee (4 Oh. D. 175), Re Douglas, Wood v. Douglas 
(33 W. BR. 390, 28 Ch. D. 327). 

Farwat1, J.—In my opinion this is a joint tenancy. [Here his lordship 
stated the facts.| It was argued for the executors of the aeceased daughter 
that only the legal estate was conveyed. In my opinion that is not the 
teue view. ‘The true rule, as laid down in Selby v. Alston (ubi supra), is not 
confined to one person only. The rule that one person cannot be trustee 
for himeelf applies to the case of two absolute owners; two persons cannot 
be trustees for themselves any more than one can for himself My only 
doubt was whether the advantage of a tenancy in common raises a pre- 
— against merger. I think that the difference in interest between 
@ joint tenancy and a tenancy in common is so small and shadowy that 1t 
is not enough to raise the presumption even if it could be raised. But I 
decide on the point that two persons cannot be trustees for themselves.— 
Counset, Jason Smith; T. Methold; R. Goddard; C. B. Bovill. Soxicrrons, 
R. 8. Taylor, Son, & Humbert. 


[Reported by W. H. Duarzn, Barrister-at-Law. 


CLAUSES CONSOLIDATION ACT, 1845. Buckley, J. 13th March. 
Lawpvs Cravers OCoxsotrpatiow Act, 1845. ss, 70. 90—R. 8. C XXTI. 
17—Mesev 
Avruonizen ex KR. 8. C. XXII. 17. 


The applicant in this case was tenant for life of certain property which 
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able by the council under the Act in respect of the property had been paid 
into court and invest:d by way of interim investment in certain registered 
railway stocks authorized by R. 8. O. ord. 22, r. 17. Tne co-ts for brokerage 
in making this investment was more than would bave hern the 
case had the money been invested in Government securities authorizd in 
terms by section 70 of the Lands Clauses Act, 1845, and the point raised 
for the decision of the court was whether the council was liable to pay the 
difference between the brokerage which would have been charged had the 
interim investment been made in Conrol+ and that chargeable for invest. 
ments authorized by the enlarging ord. 22, r.17. At an early stage of the 
hearing the objection was taken by the judge that the question was one 
which ought to come before the taxing-master in the first instance, and 
that inasmuch as there had not been any taxation as yet, the court was 
not in a position at this stage of the proceedings to decide the pot. But 
as both parties were desirous that the point should be decided at once, his 
lordship agreed to hear and determine the question. On behalf of the 
tenant for life it was argued that the money paid into court under the Act 
of 1845 was cash under the control of the court within R.S. O. ord. 22, 
r.17): Ex parte St. John Baptist College, Oxford (22 Ch. D. 95), Re Brown (59 
L. J. Ch. 530). The investment was therefore a proper one and ought to be 
treated for the purposes of section 80 of the Land Clauses Consolidation Act, 
1845, as though it had been in terms authorized by that Act. Although 
the costs referred to in section 80 in terms only referred to the 
investments mentioned in the Act, yet the spirit of the Act and 
justice required that they should cover the case of investments 
authorized by an order enlarging the scope of section 70 The 
Act of 1845 must be construed according to its spirit: Re Bethlehem 
Hospital (19 Eq. 457). The case of Re Brown did not decide the 
point expressly, but did so by inference. The costs of interim investment 
must be treated as a whole and not divided or split up. On behalf of the 
London Oounty Oouncil a declaration was asked for that the council 
was not liable to pay for the costs of investment more than it 
would bave had to pay if the investment had been in Consols. It was 
aleo urged that the liability of the council was limited strictly by 
section 80 of the Lands Clauses Act, end that inasmuch as the reason 
why the tenant for life chose to invest in railway stock rather than in 
Consols was because the former yielded more income, it was therefore 
only fair that the tenant for life rather than the council should bear the 
increased cost of investment. 

Brcxtey, J., in giving judgment, held that the investment actually made 
being authorized by ord. 22, r.17, wasa proper interim investment for 
money paid into court under the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845 
(Ba parte St. John Baptist College, Ozford. 22 Oh. D. 93), and that in 
accordance with Re Bethlehem Hospital (19 Eq. 457) the epirit of the 
Lands Clauses Act, 1845, required that the council having taken a 
person’s land against his will in exercise of the powers conferred by the 
Act, should pay for the whole of the costs of the brokerage in making the 
interim investment which had been made. This view was supported by 
the case of Re Brown (59 L. J. Ch. 530).—Counsz1, Dickinson ; F. Thompson, 
Soxicrrors, Janson, Cobb, Pearson, § Co.; W. A. Blaziland. 


(Reported by BR. Le1cu Ramssoruau, Barrister-at-Law. 





High Court—Probate, &c., Division. 
RICHARDSON v. WOOD. Barnes, J. 25th March. 


Action — Princirtes as to Costs In — CHarcr 
Inrivgence UNSUBSTANTIATED. 


This was a probate action in which the jury found in favour of the will 
propounded by the defendant, the plaintiff having allegea (inter alia) that 
it had been obtained by the undue influence of the defendant. The jury 
negatived that charge, aud the plaintiff’s counsel applied for costs out of 
the estate. 

Baxyes, J., after taking time to consider, said that although costs were 
in the discretion of the court, that discretion must be exercised in accord. 
ance with the principles that had been laid down for the guidance of 
the court in dealing with testamentary cases. Sir James Hannen in the 
case of Davies v. Gregory (3 P. & D. 25) said: ** No doubt there was an 
unwillingness on the part of the court formerly having jurisdiction ia testa- 
mentary causes to grant costs out of the estate. The tirst infringement, 
however, of the general rule that the unsuccessful party should pay costs 
was in cases where the testator had left his papers in confusion. But it 
is plain that if the question be asked, Why should costs be paid out of the 
estate in such cases? the answer must be, Because the conduct of the 
testator himself caused the litigation. - But under what circum- 
stances ought each party to pay his own costes? Where the facts shew 
that neither the testator nor the persons interested in the residue have 
been to blame, but where the opponents of the will have been led 
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| reasonably to the bond fide belief that there was good ground for impeaching 


| 
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it, there will be no order as to costs. Of course the opponents must 
have taken all proper steps to inform themselves as to the 


| facts of the case; but if having done so they bond jide believe in the 


Re GASELEE AND THE LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL AND THE LANDS , 
, tion, then, although no b 


existence of a state of things which, if it did exist, would justify litiga- 
e should attach to the testutor or to the 
executors and persons interested in the residue, each party must bear his 
own coste’’ 1am of opinion that the facts disclosed during the course of 
the present case bring it withiu this second principle, and therefore I 8 

order both parties to pay their own costs.—Oounsx1, Foote, K.O, Stal, 
K.0., Barnard, and Ricketts; Bargrave Deane, K.C., and Priestla- 


had been taken by the London County Council under compulsory powers Soxicrrons, Neish, Howell, § Macfarlane ; Swepstone § Stone, 


conferred by the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845. 
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(Reported by Gwruwz Hawt, Barrister at-Law.) 
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High Court—King’s Bench Division. 


TAYLOR v. GREAT EASTERN RAILWAY CO. Bigham, J. 
21st and 26th March. 


Conversion—Storpace in Transitu—Enp or Transrr—Sare or Goons 
Act, 1893, s. 4, svp-ssction 3—‘* AccePTaNce.’”’ 


This was an action brought by the trustee in bankruptcy of one Sanders 
to recover damuager for she conversiou of a quantity of barley. On the 
19th of Uctober, 1900, Barnard Bros. sold the barley in question to Sanders 
“on rail at Kisenh»m Station to Senders’ order.’? On tne 24 h of Ucto&r 
Barnards gave a written order to the d: fendants directing tuem to transf-r 
the barley ‘‘ to await the order of Sanders; cha:ges to Sandrs’’ The 

reached Elsenham Station on the 29th of October. The defendants 
then sent to Sanders an advice note stating that the goods were at the 
station at his order and asking for instructions, and stating that the goods 
were held by the company not as common carriers but as warehou:emen 
at owner’s risk, and subject to the usual warehouse charges. Sanders 
tried, unsuccessfully, to sell the barley, using a sample obtained from 
Barnards. On the 28th of November Sanders called his creditors together 
and was afterwards adjudicated bankrupt. On the 30th of November t: e 
compavy redelivered tue goods to Barvard~ at t: eir request, they paying 
all charges, aud giving the defendants an indemnity. Tnis was the 
all+gea c nversion 

BicuaM, J., d:livered a written judgment, in the course of which he. 
said that Barnards were not on the 3Utu of November entitled to stop the 
goods a- being still in transitw. The transitus was over as s00on as & 
reasonable time had «lapsed tor Sanders to elect whether he would take 
the goods away or leave themin the defendants’ depot on rent. Such a 
reasonable time had elapsed, and when the goods were taken away by 
Barvards they were by »greement between Sanders and the defendants in 
the possession of the defendants as warebousemen for Sanders. I: was not 
competent for a consignee after the receipt of un advice note such as the 
defe.dants bad sent Sanders, by silence inoefinitely to fix upon a railway 
company the responribultties of common carriers, Sanders cvuld not have 
resisted a cluim by the defendants for rent. ‘The defendants further con- 
tended that Sanders, who had not signed a memorandum of the contract, 
had not uc.epted the goods so as to comply with srction 4 of the Sale of 
Goods Act, 1893, and that the property in the goods nad trerefore n-ver 
pasred to Sauders. His lordship held that Sanders’ endeavour to cell the 
goods amounted to an ‘‘ acceptance ’”’ witnin the statute, it being an act 
recog niz'ng a pre-existing contract of sale, withiu the meaning of section 
4, sub-section 3 of the act. an actual resale by Sanders would clearly 
amount te an *‘ accept»nce’’; why not also an attempt to sell? There 
was therefore a binaivg contract under which the property in the gouds 

. Ju gment for the plaintuf.—Counser, D. Stephens; M. Lush. 
Souicrrors, Beaumont, Son, § Rigden ; Timbrell § Deighton. 
[Reported by F. O. Rosryson, Barrister-at-Law. } 


THE GUARDIANS OF THE POOR OF WEST HAM UNION (Appellants) 
v. THE LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL (Respondents). Div. Court. 21st 
March. 


Pook Law—SetrLEMeNT—Pavurer Lunatic—AMALGAMATION oF Part oF 
onE Parish wiTH ANOTHER—DrvipeED ParisHes aND Poor Law 
AMENDMENT Act, 1876 (39 & 40 Vicr. c. 61)— THe Poor Law Act, 1879 
(42 & 43 Vict. c. 54)—Lunacy Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 5). 


Case stated by the court of quarter sessions of the County of London on 
an appeal from an order of justices of the County of London dated the 15th 
of May, 1900, whereby it was adjudged that tne place of the last legal 
settlement of Elizabeth Herituge, a lunatic pauper, wno was then confined 
in the Ulaybury Lunatic Asylum at Woodford, which belonged to the 
tesp ndents, was in the parish of West Ham, in the appellants’ union, 
and ordered that the appellants should pay the respondents for her 
maintenance. ‘I'he pauper was born in the parish of West Ham on the 
llth of February, 1852, and resided there for about seventeen years, ending 
August, 1888, in such circumstances as to render her irremovable from the 
parsh. Sy an order of the Local Government Board, dated the 24th of 
August, 1886, and made under the Divided Pariehes and Poor Law Amend- 
ment Act, 1876. as amended and ¢x'e: ded by the Poor Law Act, 1879, it was 
ordered that a certain part of the parish of Wanstead should cease to be 
_ of that perish and should be amalgamated with the parish of 

est Ham. The address at which the pauper resided was situate 
in the p:rish of West Ham as constituted previously to the date of 
the order, and not in any purt of the parish of Wanstead. She 
left the parsh of West Ham in August, 1888, and did not there- 
after acquire a settlement im any other parish. Sub-equently she 
was discovered mm the hamlet of Katcliff, in the Stepney Union, aud was 
sent ther from to the (laybury Lunatic Asylum of the respondents. 
Un the 14th of February, 1900, an order was made under tection 290 of the 

upacy act, Lo¥v, by tw ju tices of the Uounty of London, whereby the 
peuper was udjuoged to be chargenble to the County of London. Un 
the 15th of Mwy, 190, the respondents procured from two justices of the 
County of London an order whereby amongst other things the pauper 
lunatic was adjudged to be settied in the appellont’s union. Un the above 
facts the justices st the quarter re-sions tor the Oounty of London at 
Olerkenweil on the 6h ot July, 1900, allowed the appeal, being of the 
Opivion that the dectsion in t: e case of Dorking Union v. 8¢ Saviour’s Union 
(46 W. R. 309, 1898, 1 Q B 594) governed tnis case, end that it appied 
bot unly to « district where the parish 1s divided, but aleo where a district 
is des royed by re.won ot ama'gamation. From this decision the Lundon 
County Council sppesled. Tue question for the court was whether this 


Tue Court (Daxiine and Cuannet. JJ ) gave judgment for the London 


County Council, the 1e-pondent~ below. ° 
Daruine, J —What happened is this. By virtue of certain Acts of 
Parliament avd an o-der of the Local Government Bard part of. the 
parish ot Wanstead has been added to the parish of West Ham so that it 
becomes ama)gamated with and forms ene parish with West Ham. The 
new parish ot West Ham from that moment exists with its old overseers, 
the only difference bemg that the overseers have also power over that 
acded portion of thy parvh which was formerly part of the parish of 
Wan-t-ad. The pauper in this c:se had a birth settlement in West Ham, 
and it is now argu: d that that s- ttlement is gone by r-a-on of the amalgama- 
tion, and in support of that contention the case of R-g v. Tipton (3Q. & 215) 
was cited. What happened in that case is stated by Lindley, M B., in his 
judgment in the case ot Dorking Union v. St Saviour's Union, where he seys : 
** As I understand the law, it seems now to be established that a settlement 
gained by birth is a settlement gained in a parish, and not in any 
particular part of that parish ; and if that parish is subdivided, the old 
parish ceases to exist and the settlement goes with it. No settlement in 
the portion made into a new parish can be implied in fav.ur of a person 
who had acquired a birth settlement in the old parish which had 
awuy.”’ The present case does not come within the principl+ laid duwn in 
the Tipton case The pauper lost is settlement in that case because he was 
born in » parish which bad passed asay. The pauper nere was born in 
the parish of West Ham, whch has not ceased to exi-t although it has 
been enlarged. In the care of Reg.v St, Martin's, New Sarum (9 Q. 6 241), the 
pauper had gained a settlement in a parish which was afterwards united with 
another parish, and it was he'd that te had a settlement im tre united 
parishes. In the present case part of Wanstead parish bas been taken and 
added to West Ham, and it may be that that has destroyed the settlements 
of paupers in Wanstead, but I will not go so far as to say so. KEvenif 
that be so we are not bound to extend the decision in the Tipton case which 
tas been reluctantly foll»wed by the judges, and ray that a parish has 
ceased to exist wheu all that has been done is to add a part of some other 
parish toit. Therefore I am of opinion that this pauper’s settlement 
remains in West Ham. 

CHANNELL, J.—I am of the same opinion. Where a settlement is 
acquired in a p»rish, and that parish is aestroyed, the settlement goes also 
unless the autwority which destroys the parish makes some ar-angement in 
the matter. The question is what sort of destruction will produce this 
result, The New Sarwm case decides that the addition of a whole parish to 
another does not destroy it. Why, then, in this case should the adding of 
a part of another p rish destroy it? Leave to appeal was refused. — 
CounseL, Daldy; J. C. Barle. Soxiciroxs, W. 4. Blazland ; Hillearys. 


[Reported by E. G. Srituws wt, Barriater-at-Law. | 





Bankruptcy Cases. 


Re BETTS. Ex parte THE OFFICIAL RECEIVER. 
Darling, JJ. 25th Marcb. 


Banxruptcy—Rescisston oF Receiving Onrper—Derxtor’s Prrirrrx— 
Asvuse or Process or CourntT—Banxrvurtcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. 
c. 52), s. 8 
Appeal from an order of the registrar of the Brighton County Court 

refusing to rescind a receiving ord+r made upon the deb or’s own petition. 

Betts, the debtor, was, on the lrt of September, 1900. arrested on a com- 

mittal order made by the judge cf the Brighton County Court. On the 

8rd of September he presented his own petition in bankruptcy, a receiving 
order was made against him, and he was released from prisen. The official 
receiver subsequently applied to the registrar 'o rescind the receiving order 
on the ground that the debtor in obtaining it had abured the process 
of the court. The registrar delivered a written judgment which set forth, 
inter alia, that the debtor had already been made bavkropt three times, 
had not obtamed his diecharge in any of them, and bad disclosed no a-sets 
in his last baukruptcy. Under his marriage settlement he had an income 
of £1,100, which went over to his wife upon his first becoming bankrupt. 

The regirtrar held that it was clear upon the facts that the debtor nad 

merely presented his petition in order to avoid imprisonment for non- 

payment of his debts, but he felt bound by the case of Er parte Puinter, 

Re Painter (48 W. R. 144; 1895, 1 Q. B. 85), to refure to rescind the 

receiving order. 

Wricat, J., allowed the appeal. His lordship held that there was no 
dount as to the law laid down in Ex perte Painter, that a receiving order 
ought not to be rescinded merely because the debtor had procured it in 
order to escape from committal orders, but that tuere must be a limit in 
su: h cases. ” the present case the debtor appeared to be in the habit of 
running up debts and then filing petitions to avoid having to pay them, 
thus rendering the bankruptcy law ms auxiliary in er wae | bis 
creditors. It was a clear abuse of the process of the court the 
receiving order must be rescinded. 

Daaine, J., concurred.—Oounsz,, Mir Mackenzie. 
Solicitor to the Board of Trade ; the debtor in pereon. 

[Reported by P. M. Fraycxe, Barrister-at-Law 


In re BASTABLE. Sx parte SILVERSTONE. Wright and Darling, JJ. 
25th March. 
Banxavercy—Drecramer or Contract rok Sars or Leasexotps— 
Banxavptcy Acr, 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 52), s. 55. 
Appeal from a decision of his Honour Judge the Hon. Arthur Ruesell, 
in the county court at Wandsworth, affirming the disclaimer of a contract 
by the trustee in bankruptoy. On tne Stu of June, 1900, tue debuor agreed 
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decision of tue jusuces at quarter sessions should stand or not. 
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to sell a lease to the appellant Mrs. Silverstone for £390, £90 payable in 
casb, the remainder to be paid by taking over a mortgage for £300. £50 
deposit was paid on the 5th of June, and completion should have taken 
place upon the 1st of August, but before that date a receiving order was 
mace against the debtor. A somewhat lengthy correspondence was then 
carried on by the trustee and the purchaser’s solicitors, and in the 
meanwhile the mortgagees entered. Ultimately the trustee finding that | 
if he completed the contract he would have to pay certain outgoings and | 
turn out the mortgagees, decided that it was an unprofitable contract and | 
disclaimed. He did not, however, disclaim the lease, and the purchaser | 
Was consequently unable to apply for a vesting order. The purchaser 
appealed from the trustee to the judge of the county court, who upheld 
the trustee’s decision. From his judgment the present appeal was 
brought. 

Wricut, J., allowed the appeal, holding that the contract was so far | 
performed that the purchaser had acquired the right to specific perform- 
ance, a only to the trustee’s mght to disclaim the contract as 
unprofitable. There was no evidence that the contract was unprofitable in 
any sense, and even if it had been, ihe court would have been bound by 
authority to decide that the trustee could not disclaim the contract with- 
out disclaiming the lease. This was decided by Cave, J., in Re Kerkham, 
Ez parte Martelli (80 L. T. 322), followed by Cozens-Hardy, J., in an 
unreported decision in the present bankruptcy. 

Daruine, J., concurred.—Covunsei, Lord Coleridge, K.O., and Turrell ; 
Muir Mackenzie and Whateley. Sortcrrors, Secley §¢ Son; Ward, Perks, § 
McKay. 


[Reported by P. M. Fraxcxz, Barrister-at-Law.1| 


Re TAYLOR. Ex parte TAYLOR. Wright and Darling, JJ. 26th March. 


Bankrurtcy—ANNULMENT of ADJUDICATION—PAYMENT OF Dexts rx Futtr— 
Discretion To Rervuss ANNULMENT—Banxevrtcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 
Vicr. c. 52), s. 35. 


Appeal by the debtor against the refusal of the registrar of the 
Greenwich County Court to annul the adjudication in bankruptcy. In 
June, 1899, judgment was given against the debtor for damages and costs | 
amounting to £345. The judgment creditor presented a petition founded | 
on the judgment, and obtained a receiving order on the 26th of September, 
1899. ‘The debtor was adjudicated bankruot, and on the 6th of October 
swore to his statement of affairs shewing £386 liabilities, and no assets but 
a claim for £1,000, which he alleged to be due to him. Upon his 
private examination the debtor swore in answer to the official receiver 
that he had no assets but the said claim for £1,000. On the 17th of | 
November he handed to the official receiver the sum of £450 in cash | 
wherewith to pay in full all the debts and the costs of the bankruptcy. 
be his public examination on the 2Ist of November the debtor 

itted that his previous answers and his statement of sffairs were 
incorrect, and that the sum of £450 which he had handed to the official 
receiver formed part of the proceeds of a £500 note which he had concealed 
from the official receiver. The public examina'ion was continued on the 
12th of December, and was then closed. The official receiver paid all the 
debts and costs in full, returving a balance of £18 to the debtor 
In 1901 the debtor applied to the court at Greenwich to annul 
the adjudication on the ground that all the debts had been paid 
in full. The registrar refused to annul the adjudication on the 
ground that the debtor had been guilty of misconduct in making material 
omissions from his statement of affairs, and concealing property from the 
official receiver, and further that he bad given a fraudulent bill of sale. 
The debtor appealed, and contended that bis debts having been paid in 
full he was entitled as of right to have the adjudication annulled. 

Waicurt, J , dismissed the appeal, holding that the court had discretion 
to refuse to annul adjudication even in cases where the debts had been paid 
in full, and that in the present caee the registrar had rightly exercised his 
discretion, the debtor having been guilty of two of the most serious acts 
of misconduct that a bankrupt can commit. 

Dania, J., concurred.—Oounser, Muir Mackenzie; 8, G. Lushington. 
Soxicitors, Batchelor & Cousins; The Solicitor to the Board of Trade. 


[Reported by P. M. Faaxcxez, Barrister-at-Law.! 


NEW ORDERS, &c. 
HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE, 
Easter Vacation, 1901. 
Notice. 


There will be no sitting in court during the Easter Vacation. 

During Easter Vacation, all applications “which may require to be 
immediately or promptly heard,” are to be made to the Honourable Mr. 
Jurtice Farwell 

Mr. Justice Farwell will act as Vacation Judge from Thursday, the 4th 
of April, to Monday, the 15th of April, both days inclusive. 

His lordsbip will sit in King’s bench Judges’ Chambers on Thureday, 
the 11th of April. On other days within the above period, applications in 
— matters may be made to his lordship personally or by post. 

any case of great urgency the brief of counsel may be sent to the 
judge by book-post or parcel, prepaid, accompanied by office copies of 
the affidavits in support of the application,  y also by a minute, on a 
separate s.ecet of paper, signed by counsel, of the order he may consider 
the applicant entitled to, and an envelope capable of receiving the 
perers, addressed as follows: Chaucer y Ufficial Lecter: To the Registrar 
itn woe Registrars’ Chambers, Royal Cours of Justice, 











On applications for injunctions, in addition to the above, a copy of the 
writ, and a certificate of writ issued, must be sent. 

The papers sent to the judge will be returned to the Registrar. 

The address of the Vacation Judge can be obtained on application «° the 
Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, Room 136, Royal Courts of Justice. 





TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 
Orper or Court. 
Tuesday, the 19th day of March, 1901. 

I, Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the actions mentioned in the Schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Wright. 

SCHEDULE. 
In the Matter of the Hoxton Brewery Company. 
Mr. Justice Joyce (1901—C.—No. 682). 

The City Bank Limited v. The Hoxton Brewery Company Limited, 
Hugh Berks Bell, George Wyatt, George Gosney, Forbes Cunningham 
and Bond* Limited, and J. and W. Nicholson and Comyany Limited. 

Mr. Justice Joyce (1901—G.—No. 515). 

George Gosney v. The Hoxton Brewery Company Limited. 

Mr. Justice Buckizey (1901—F.—No. 405). 

Allen Field v. The Hoxton Brewery Company Limited, Hugh Berks 
Bell, George Wyatt, Henry Lovibond and Sons Limited, and J. and W. 
Nicholson and Company Limited. 

Mr. Justice Joyce (1901—W.—No. 1,201). 


Emily Douglas Eleanor Wood (Married Woman) v. The Hoxton Brewery 


Company Limited. Hatssvry, C. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 


UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 

March 25.—Mr. R OC. Nesbitt in the chair.—Mr. J. R. Yates moved: 
‘That the views enunciated by Dr. Anderson in the February Ninedlecnth 
Century and After, in favour of drastic reform in the treatment of habitual 
crimmals, are sound in principle.’ Mr. W. 8. Sherrington opposed. 
There also spoke: Meesre. C. Kains-Jackson, Rk. D. Workman, ©. H. 
Kirby, Percy Aylen, T. R. Huslam, and J. F. W. Galbraith. The motion 
was carried by seven votes. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 

Law Srvupents’ Dexsatinc Socrrty.—March 5.—Chairmam, Mr. A. H. 
Richardson.— The subject for di: bate was: ** That the case ot Beclhusen § 
Gib)s vy. Hamblet (1900, 2. Q. B 18) was wrongly decided.’’ Mr. G. Herbert 
Head opened in the affirmative; Mr. A. ©. Fountaine opened in the 
negative; Mr. A. B. Russell secouded in the affirmative; Mr. J. H. Read 
seconded in the negative. The following members a'so spoke: Mersrs. 
G. W. Powers, Spyers (visitors), Hart, W. V. Ball, Ur. Richardson. The 
opener having replied, the motion was carried by iour votes. 


March 12.—Chairman, Mr. Henry G. Barratt.—The subject for debate 
was: ‘* That, in the opmion of this House, some restriction should be 

laced by Parliament upon the employment of foreign seamen in the 

ritish mercantile marine.’’ Mr. Alfred Dods opened in the affirmative; 
Mr. H. U. Harnett opened in the negative. The following members also 
spoke: Messrs. Risch Miller, Croom Johnson, Hepburn, Baliol Scott, 
O’Connor (visitor), Powers, Alexander, Pleadwell, Ames, and Rendell. 
The opener having replied, the motion was lost by four votes. 


March 19.—Chairman, Mr. Alfred Dods.—The subject for debate was: 
Law Notes moot—‘‘ A mortgage deed of buildings, dated since 1881, con- 
tains no express powers as to insurance. The mortgagee asks the 
mortgagor whether he has insured the property, and the mortgagor 
answers in the affirmative, but refuses to produce the policy or to teil the 
mortgagee the name of the company in which the insurance is effected. 
Thereupon the mortgagee insures the property. It ultimately turns out 
that the mortgagor had effected an insurance. Can the mortgagee add 
the premiums he has paid to the amount of his charges and successfully 
resist redemption until they are paid?’’ Mr. Percy M. Hart opened in the 
affirmative, Mr. A. O. Harnett seconded in the affirmative; Mr. W. M. 
Pleadwell opened in the negative, Mr. Thos. Hulme seconded in the 
negative. Tne following members also spoke: Mef*rs. A. Dickson, D. 8. 
Cornock, Hodder, Mitchell, Lock, Bertie F. Browne, Hugh Rendell, 
Mossop, Castello, E. A. Alexander, Ames, The motion was carried by 
the casting vote of the chairman, 


Bramincuam Law Srvvents’ Socizry.—Feb. 26.—Mr. T. W. Ryland, 
B.A., in the chair.—A debate took place on the following moot point: 
‘* A lease tor ninety-nine years, of which seventy have run, of a messuage 
or dwelling-house end land at a ground-rent ot £104 year, contains a 
covenant to keep the messuage in repair, and to yield it up in good repair 
at the end ot the term. It contains no covenant restricting the use of the 
land or messuage. A. now owns the reversion, B.theterm, ‘I'ne character 
of the neighbourhood is changed and is now manufacturing, and the 
house stenting on the land is only worth £20 a year rack-rent. Before 
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A. is aware of what B. is doing, B. pulls down the house and commences 
to erect a factory worth £40 a year. Has A. any remedy against B?” 
The speakers in the affirmative were Messrs. W. H. Coley, G. F. Pearson, 
0. 8. Bache, T. H. Cleaver, W. C. Camm, and J. W. Hallam ; andin the 
negative Merers. L. Bartleet, W. J. Rigbey, W. Horton, F. Thwaite, 
E. Walker, and T. F. Duggan. After a careful summing up by the 
chairman the moot was decided in the negative by eight votes to five. A 
hearty vote of thanks to the chairman for presiding closed the proceedings 


March 5,—A second and concluding lecture on “The Law of 
Specific Performance of Contract’? was delivered by Mr. H. Allday 
Griffith, barrister-at-law, in the Law Library, Bennetts-hill. The 
lecture was divided into the three heads of Damages, Compensation, and 
Injunction, and after carefully dealing with each head, the lecturer 
summarized the whole subject. A hearty vote of thanks to the lecturer 
concluded the meeting. 

March 12.—Mr. T. H. Russell in the chair.—After some special 
business was transacted, the following moot point was discussed : ‘‘A. & Oo. 
own certain works near to one boundary of which is the B. canal. 
A short distance above the works the canal is separated by an embankment 
from the river R., and this embankment is sufficiently strong to keep 
the river within bounds under ordinary conditions. On the night of the 
5th of March a violent storm arises accompanied by an exceptionally 
heavy downpour of rain, continuing for several hours, and in consequence 
the river overflows into the canal, and the cans] in its turn bursts its 
banks and floods A. & Co.’s works, causing damage to the extent: of £500. 
Some thirty years before a somewhat similar catastrophe occurred, and a 
weir was then made by the Canal Co. just below A. & Co.’s works, and 
this has hitherto proved sufficient to take off all excess of water finding 
its way into the canal. In the weir are certain gates, which, if opened, 
would have materially diminished the amount of water in the canal, 
though not to the full extent of the overflow from the river; owing, how- 
ever, to the necessity for useing these gates never having arisen, the 
machinery for raising them has become uselers. Have A. & Oo. any 
remedy against the Canal Oo. for the damage sustained?” Fletcher v. 
Rylands (L. R. 1 Ex. 265. 3 H. L. 330), Nichols v. Marsland (L. R 10 Ex. 
255, 2 Ex. Div. 1), Smith v. Fletcher (L. R. 9 Exch. 64). The 5 ers in 
the affirmative were: Messrs. E. Walker, J. W. Hallam, T. H. Cleaver, 
L. Bartleet, and W. H. Coley; and in the negative: Mesers. T. F. 
Duggan, L. A. Smith, J. L. M. Benest, O. Lee, OC. A. A. Elton, and 
E. Woodward. After an interesting and instructive summing-up by the 
chairman, the motion was decided in the affirmative by a majority of one. 
The meeting terminated with a cordial vote of thanks to Mr. Russell for 
presiding. 

March 15.—A joint debate was held with the Bristol Law Students’ 
Society, his Honour Judge Austin presjding. ‘The moot point was ‘‘ That 
arbitration is a better method of settling a dispute than an action at Jaw.’’ 
The speakers in the affirmative were Messrs. W. C. Camm and L. Bartleet 
(Birmingham), and G. H. Bowker and R. L. Austin (Bristol', and in the 
negative Messrs. R. E. O. Balsdon and G. T. Weekes (Bristol), and T. F. 
Duggan and W. H. Coley (Birmingham). After an impartial but amusing 
summing up by the chairman, the motion was decided in the negative by a 
majority of three. A hearty vote of thanks to his honour weed agpnr a 
brought the debate to a close. The Bristol students afterwards enter- 
tained the Birmingham delegates at dmner, and a very pleasant evening 
was spent. 

March 19.—Members of this society held a joint debate with the mem- 
bers of the Birmingham Chartered Accountants Students’ Society, the 
chair being taken by Mr. Frank 8S. Pearson, LL.B. The subject under 
discussion was ‘‘ That this meeting does not approve the Companies Act, 
1900.’’ The speakers in the affirmative were Messrs. O R. White and 
R. H. Wilson (chartered accountants students) and Messrs. E. A. B. Cox 
and E. Woodward (law students), and in the negative Messrs. J. W. 
Hallam and FI. Thwaite (law students), and Messrs. R. E. Moore and 
P. J. Baird (chartered accountants students). After the leaders had 
replied the chairman made a carefffl and explanatory review of the 
subject, and put the question, which was decided in the negative by a 
majority of nine. A hearty vote of thanks to Mr. Pearson for presiding 
brought the meeting to a close. 


March 26.—Mr. James Hargreave, B.A., presiding, the following motion 
was discussed : ‘‘ A. B, speaks his will into a phonograph together with his 
name, and the witnesses who are present speak their names and address:s 
and descriptions. After the death of A. B. will the phonographic record be 
admitted to probate?’’ The speakers in the affirmative were Messrs. 
T. H. Cleaver, R. R. Poppleton, G. F. Pearson, T. F. Duggan, and L, 
Bartleet, and in the negative Messrs. W. H. Lakin Smith, O. R. M. Parr, 
W. H. Coley, and E. Leslie Smith. After an amusing summing up by 
the chairman, the motion was put and decided in the negative by a 
majority of three. A hearty vote of thanks to the chairman for presiding 
concluded the meeting. 








On Saturday, at Lincoln’s-inn, the 14th Middlesex (Inns of Court) Rifles 
gave their annual assault at arms in the presence of a large company. 
The programme included fencing, single stick sword feats, boxing, clubs, 
cavalry sword exercise, sabres, épée de combat, rapier and dagger, sword v. 
buckler, and lance exercise. ‘The Lord Chancellor congratulated the 
members of the school of arms on the skill and efficiency they bad dis- 
played ; and Lady Halsbury handed to Messrs. Head and Brinton the 

Colmore Dunn” «challenge cup, which they had won for skill in 
“fencing and eabres.’’ 





COMPANIES. 
ATLAS ASSURANCE COMPANY. 
AnnvaL Mzetine. 


The ninety-third annual general court of proprietors of the Atlas Assur- 
ance Oo. was he d on Tuesday at the company’s house in Cheapside, Mr. 
O. A, Prescorr (the chairman) presiding. 

The report stated that in the life de t 585 policies had been 
issued during the year ending the 3lst of December, 1900, as-uring 
£326,533, at annual premiums of £11,843 7s. and single premiums of 
£4,298 7s. 4d., of which £16,900 was reassured at annual premiums of 
£466 7s. 6d., and single premiums of £88 4s., leaving the net new sums 
assured for the year £309,633, with annual premiums of £11,376 19s. 6d- 
and single premiums of £4,210 3s. 4d. There were issued, in addition, 
seven leasehold policies for £7,750 at annual premiums of £265 19s. 9d. 
Proposals for £41.937 were declined. Claims had arisen under 156 life 
policies for £125,924 14s., including bonus additions, of which £4,000 was 
reassured, leaving net claims £121,924 14s., a sum much within the amount 
expected. In addition, seven endowment assurances for £5,713 1s., and 
one leasehold assurance for £300 had matured. The premium income had 
amounted to £157,214 4s. 3d. and the life funds were increased by 
£22,192 12s.7d. Inthe firedepartment the net premiums were £435,355 9s.4d, 
and the losses had amounted to £259,345 4s. 1ld., being 59°5 per cent. 
of the premiums. The surplus for the year, being balance of profit and loss 
account, was £50,473 6s, which the directors had resolved to apply as 
follows: (a) in payment of a dividend for the year of 24s. per share (being 
24 per cent. on the original paid-up capital), free of income tax, which 
would absorb the sum of £28,800, and of which, as an interim dividend 
£6,000 or 5s. per share was paid in September ; (4) in adding to the fire 
fund, bringing it up to £418,000, the sum of £21,000; (c) and to the 
reserve fund, bringing it up to £55,532 17s. 8d., the sum of £673 6s. The 
fire and reserve funds would then stand at £473,532 17s. 8d. The total 
assets of the company now amounted to £2 409,307 2s. 5d. 

Mr. 8. J. Prexry (general manager and secretary) having read the 
notice convening the meeting, 

The CxareMan, in moving the adoption of the report, observed that the 
directors were not presenting anything at all sensational, but he believed 
the meeting would be satisfied with the accounts and with the nature of 
the business, and the manner in which it had been conducted. The 
company had gone on very quietly, but he thought the result wou'd meet 
witn their approval. The working of the head office and of the branches 
and all the sections of the company had been in every way satisfactory. 
With regard to the life department, the number of policies issued was more 
and the business had been of a sound character. The premium income 
amounted to £157,000, as against £151,000 in the preceding year, shewing 
a favourable advance. In the fire department the net premiums were 
£435,000, as against £416,000 in the previous year. The surplus for the 
year, being the balance of profit and loss, was £50,473. The airectors had 
resolved to deciare a dividend for the year of 24s. per share, being the same 
as last year which they hope will be considered satisfactory. They had also 
decided to add £21,000 to the fire fund, so that the fire fund, plus the 
reserve, would make a total sum of £473,532, well over the amount of 
annual premiums, which shewed a considerable strengthening of the com- 
pany’s position. Turning now to the balance-sheet, he said that the 
meeting would probably be anxious to know what was the value of the 
assets. The market value of the assets belonging to the proprietors’ 
account on the 3lst of December was £13,000 more than the value shewn 
m the balance-sheet. With regard to the life assets the facts were not the 
same. There was an estimated depreciation in the market value at 3let 
ot December, but the directors had met this temporary condition, as they 
believed, by taking from the life assurance fand a eum which, in addition 
to the life investment reserve fund, made a sum of £30,000 Not that 
they thought the market value of the assets would not increase; on the 
contrary they thought it would ; but they had decided to set aside a sum 
more than enough to meet the depreciation, as a fluctuating reserve—a plan 
which they knew was satisfactory to the auditors. 

The Dervry-Cuarrman (Mr. J. P. Currie) seconded the motion, and it 
was agreed to unanimously, 

On the motion of the Cuaraman, seconded by the Derurr-Cuaraman, the 
retiring directors, Mr. Herbert Brooks, Mr. jamin Buck Greene, Mr. 
Frederick Greene, and Mr. Harry Mosenthal, were re-elected. 

Mr. Jonn Cotes moved the re-election of Messrs. Price, Waterbouse, & 
Co., the retiring auditors. He thought that the altering of the securities 
in between the valuations should be avoided as far as possible. When — 
got to the end of the quinquennium they could take stock and deal wi 
them in any way. 

Mr. Battery, in seconding the motion, expressed his agreement with Mr. 
Coles’ remarks. 

Tne Cuareman said he was of Mr. Coles’ opinion. The intention of tho 
directors in puttivg aside this sum of £30,000 was in order that the subject 
should not be re-opened next time. 

The motion was adopted. 


Exrraornpinary Meetine. 


An extraordinary general court was then held for the purpose of sub- 
mitting a resolution so that the company might be registered as a limited 
company. 

The Craraman said the company should take every opportunity of 
adopting all modern methods as. other companies had done, and in that 
manner bring the company in line with any advanced movement which 
might be for the benefit of insurance companies. The advantages of being 
registered under the Limited Liability Act were very great. In the first 
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place they would be incorporated, and as an incorporated company they 
would Seatie to act witt their foreign possessions through their seal much 
more conveniently and with greater force, than by a deed merely signed 
by individual directors whom nobody knew. This might be par'ly senti- 
ment, but it had a very broad effrct on business. The board had 
a great deal to do in the way of powers of attorney, agreements, &c., 
which required all the force of formality, and foreign nations put a much 
oe stress on formal execution than was the case in this country. 
t was no new thing that they were suggesting limited liability, it being 
one of the essential and integral provisions made by the company at the 
start. The company began in 1808, the negotiations for its formation 
commenced in 1807, and throughout the whole of the arrangements the 
one thing proposed to be an integral part of them was to make the share- 
holders of the company free from liability beyond their shares. It wasa 
d fficult thing to do in those days, but they accomplished it to the best of 
their ability. That however did not involve the question now involved— 
viz., of making the society invorporated ; but he only wished to say that 
that they had been practically under limited liability during the whole 
history of the company, and this was something which might strengthen 
their minds for taking the present step. Thev had also to consider what 
other companies had done. The Limited Liability Act was dated 1862, 
and several o'd companies like them-elves had availed themselves of its 
provisions, while every inturance company which had commenced since 
1861 was registered under the Limited Liabili y Act. This company 
therefore bad plenty of precedents in the matter as far as other companies 
went. It might also be said that it would make a freer market for the 
shares He did not wish to press that point as being one of great 
importance. but, at any rave, it would have that effect, and from that 
point of view was advisable The directors were unanimous in the 
opinion that it would be a wise, safe, and prudent thing to adopt 
limited Mability. He concluded by moving: ‘‘ That the Atlas Assurance 
Co. be registered under the provisions of the Companies Act, 1862, asa 
company limited by shares under the name of the Atlas Assurance Co. 
(Limited) ”’ 

The Deruty-Cnarmman seconded the motion, which was carried 
unanimously. 

Mr. Co1zs moved a vote of thanks to the chairman, the directors, and 
the general manager and secretary and actuary and staff. He said the 
compsny was managed extremely well, and they had every reason to be 
satisfied with those who were at the helm. This new departure he looked 
upon as a distinct improvement. 

Mr. C. E Layton seconded the motion, and it was agreed to. 

The Cuarrman returned thanks, and the proceedings then terminated. 





LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


The death is announced, on the 14th inst., of Mr. Bensammy Martruews, 
solicitor, of Cardiff at the age of 79, at his residence, (Han Ely, near 
Cardiff In 1842, says the Zimes, Mr. Matthews took up his reridence at 
Cardiff, which at the time hd the small population of 12 000, and only 
ove other solicitor in practice—viz , Mr. Edward Priest Richards. Mr. 
Matthews’s first notable achievement, and, as it proved the stepping-stone 
to a prosperous professional career, was his succersful effort in 1852 for the 
return to Parliament of Mr. Walter Coffin, then chairman of the Taff Vale 
Railway. He continued to act as Parliamentary agent for the Liberal 
party down to about 1880. Mr. Matthews became solicitor to the Taff 
Vale Railway Co. and town clerk, and be was employed by the coal- 
owners, in connection with the strikes of 1871 and 1875, to prepare their 
caees for submission to the arbitrators, by waom he was highly compli- 
mented. His professional career was cu‘ short in 1877 by a paralytic 
seizure. His son, who succeeded him in business, died last year. : 





APPOINTMENT. 


Mr. Davin Hewry Onompton, barrister-at-Jaw, has been appointed Clerk 
of Assize on the North Wales and Ches‘er Circuit, in succession to Mr. 
Henry Crompton, who has resigned the sppointment. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP. 
ADMISSION, 


Mr. Francis M. Voules, solicitor, of 84, Bishopsgate-street Within 
London, E.C.. has arranged to take into partnership Mr. Henry Jou 
Wetcu (Law Soeciety’s Honoursman), who has been his managing clerk for 


the last ten years. The firm will practice at the above add 
style of Francis Voules & Welch. P ‘ i es 


DissoLvTions. 


Latimer Darircton and Cuartes Hersert Jamra Marspen, eolicitors 
(Darlmg'on & Mar-den), Bradford, and elsewhere. Feb. 18. 


Cuanirs Ratrx Avovsrvs Epmonps and Water Turner, solicitors 
(Edmonds & Turner), 9, Gray’s-inn-rquare, London. March 16. The said 
Walter Turner will continue to carry on business at the said address, 
under the name of Edmonds & Turner. [ Gazette, March 22. 





Vicror Ocravs Xavier ALFRED ps Morrow VicomTe pg tA OnPetiz 
and Cuartes Frepertck Kennezpy, solic tors (Paddisun de la Chapelle & 
Kennedy), Oannon-street House, 110, Cannon-street. London. Feb. 28, 

[ Gazette, March 26, 


GENERAL, 


Mr. Justice Wills, who has returned to London, is much improved iz 
health, and is expected, rays the Times, to leave for Falmouth at the end of 
the week. 


It is announced that Mr. Narayan Ganesh Chandavarkar has been 
appointed a judge of the High Uourt of Judicature at Bombay in 
succession to the late Mr. Justice Ranadé. 


Mr. Justice Grantham, who is still staying at Cannes, is stated to be 
much improved in health, and he will, according to pres nt arrangements, 
rerume his seat in court at the beginning of the ensuing Easter sittings. 


The following is the rota of the King’s Bench judges for the ensuing 
sittings: The Lord Chief Justice and Justices Mathew, Lawrance, 
Kennedy, Ridley, Bighaw, and Darling will sit to form Divisional Courts ; 
Justices Wiils, Grantham, Wright, Bruce, Channell, Phillimore, and 
Bucknill will try actions ; and Mr. Justice Day will attend at chambers. 


The Lord Chancellor, speaking at the annual dinner of the Ohemical 
Society, remarked that he had heard it whispered—he would not say by 
unkind friends—that the work of the House of Lords in manufact 
Acts of Parliament was not absolutely perfect, but the more they advan 
in the science of language, in pertecting precision in organizing human 
thonght and reasoning, the plainer they would make to the popular 
und: rstanding the meaning of an Act of Parliament. Nothing could 
more induce to the making of clear laws than a scientific education, which 
would bring about an assiduity of reasoning end clearness of thought. 


In the Land Judge’s Court, at Dublin, on the 21st inst., says the Times’ 
Dublin corre-pondent, Mr. Justice Koss had before him a case in which 
the solicitor having carriage of the sale of an estate to the tenants was 
required to explaiu the cause of delay. His lordship has recently censured 
similar delays in several other cases. In the present instance the solicitor’s 
explanation was considered unsatisfactory, and he was fined five guiueas. 
The learned judge referred to the matter on the next day, and, comment- 
ing upon the long period for which certuin cases had been before the 
cvurt, he said that in one case all tne parties interested in a charge had 
died, and no representative had come forward. This case, which had 
originated in the Rolls Court, seemed to have been begun in the Middle 
Ages, but even so he wouid not ailow the receiver to be kept on till the 
Day of Judgment collecting rents. He directed notices to be served on all 
the parties interested in these old cases, ordering them to take steps to 
bring them to a conclusion. 


In the Lawyer, a journal edited by Mr. Jivanlal V. Desai, B.A., 
barrister-at-law, and published at Ahmedabad, India, we find the follow- 
ing statement of a rule of professional etiquette: *‘ Again, a legal of [sic] 
advocate is prevented by professional etiquette from taking a brief from 
any person save a solicitor. It would be difficult, indeed, to persuade a 
barrister to break this rule, for its breach would lay him open to the 
most caustic censure, and cases have been known where such action has 
led to public disgrace.”” Tne same journal contains the following stories: 
On one occasion counsel in a certain drainage case submitted that the 
plaintiff-, the Sewage Localization Co. had ‘‘no Jocus standi in this court.” 
‘* Heaven forbid!’’ was the fervent ejaculation of the learned judge. 
Something akin to this was the answer of the judge when complaint was 
made that a Jucklese process server had been compelled to swallow the 
writ he had endeavoured to serve. ‘‘I hope,’”’ said the judge gravely, 
“thas the writ was not made returnable in this court.”’ 

James B. Dill, the great corporation lawyer who is credited with —o 
earned a fee of one million dollars by bringing Carnegie and Fric 
together this spring, has, says a San Francisco juurnal, a brilliant contri- 
bution in Success, He writes on the question, ‘‘Are the Three Great 
Prvfessions Veclining ?”’ taking the law as his subject. He says: ‘‘ The 
great bulk of the work of the profession has been turned into industrial 
creation and adjustment, and very often the counsel is as good a business 
man as his clients. A knowledge of law has, therefore, within the last 
thirty years, become the side-arms of certain classes of the captains of 
industry. Every good business man knows a good deal of law. Specialism 
has split it up into a half-dozen or more divisions, and a lawyer who is now 
able to master more than one sort of practice isa genius. ‘The profession 
has lost nearly all of its old wsthetic, ostentatious attractions. ‘The civil 
law pays a practitioner so much more than the criminal law does, that it 
attracts the ablest men. Juries and courts no longer care for eloquence. 
Yes, Jaw is business, and if the young man wants to practise it, the sooner 
he mukes up his mind to do so with an eye single to some particular branch 
of it, the better lawyer will he become.’ 


The twelfth annual general meeting of the Solicitors’ Law Stationery 
Society (Limited) was held on Thursday, the 14th inst., at the Society’s 
Uffice, 22, Ohancery-Jane, Mr. Richard Pennington in the chair. The 
report stated that the profit of the year was £1,300 lls. The direetors 
recommended a dividend at the rate of six per cent. per annum, and 





placing of £300 to reserve. 
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Enupine Ste coe low Leuven Gian om se on op betane foal %, & send 
COURT PAPERS. Ceowthen 10, Mast posal Leeds. ow ~~ & atkinson, ae ia eae to 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. Ree Hier (W A) Gow Srxpicars, Linrrep— Peta for up, presented March 22, 
rect street, solors for the 


Rota or Recistzans mm ATTENDANCE OF 


Emenczency <Appzat Court Mr. Justice Mr, Justice 
Rora. No. 2. Kexewicu. Bygyg. 
. 1 Mr. Greswell Mr. Pemberton Mr, Beal Mr. Carrington 
2 King Jackson Lavie 
Farmer Pemberton Carrington 
Leach Jackson Pugh Lavie 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Cozens-Harpy, Faw. Bucx.ey. JOYCE. 


Mr. Leach 
Godfrey 


oo 3 
4 Farmer Greswell Godfrey Carrington 
The Easter Vacation will commence on Friday, the 5th day of April, and terminate on 
qoelay, the 9th day of April, 1901, both days inclusive. . 











THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 
3.—Messrs. Dovetas Youne & Co., at the Mart, at 2: The Dartmell Park Estate at 


B rly = — & A He be a 
+ hereal & Hudson, London. (See advertisement, this week, p. 5. 


April 4.—Messrs, H. E, Fostrr & Crayrizxp, at the Mart, at 2:— 


me 4 f a Trust Fand of rigage and aged 
‘oa M tety ofa and of over £5,000 on Mo: e Cash ; lady 67, 
rovid: tleman aged 39 survives her; with policy. Solicitor, Grantham 


Fgh » London. 
To £10, 0.0; aged 64. Solicitors, Messrs. Huntington & Leaf, London. 
To One-nfth lady seed 64 Trust Fund, value €15 571, “olonoial and Governmeat Stock ; 
lady aged Gi. Soliciters, Messrs. Kitso ns, Mackenzie, & Hest T.rquay. 
d oi — gentleman aged 65. Solicitors, 


To £1,000 of a Trust Estate; lady 
Mesers. 8t Barbé Sladen & Wing, 

To One-third of a Trust Estate, value £12,400, in Mo: 
aged 73. Solicitors, Messrs. Hensman & Marshall, 


POLICIES : 
For £6,000. Solicitora, Messrs. Thorowgood, Tabor, 2S Sate, London. 


oad £1, 00. Solicitor, Wellington Taylor, Esq., 


or £i, 
SHARES. iliitor, Robert Todd, ae London. 
(See advertisements, this week, back page. 

saeee OF SALE. 

Messrs. Moore sold. at the Mart, on Thursday, Two Leaseholds in Suter 
North, Peckham, for £600; a Shop in Ponder’s Eada, £325; a Residence in ~~ 
Leytonstone, £430; Twelve Freeholds in Red Lion-street. Kiogs'and. ch a00; 8 
in Uane-place old Ford, £325; Three Freeholds in Dean-street. 8t. George’s, 
galt ome; Six oY ye my pone he £930; a yt siroker's 

op in Cable-street, ‘8, £510 ; ral t Leasehol 
£1,670. Result of sale Zino “ : = Go came —_— 


e Securities, &c. ; lady 
don. 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—¥Faripay, March 22, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limrrep in CHancgRY. 
East Coast Srzam Traw.ine Co, en - required, on or before May 1, 
eee their names and addresses, iculars o! f thar de debts or claims to Peter 
jun, St. Andrew’s Dock, Hull. Waltee & Colbeck. Huil, solors to tiquidators 
cee y Back > yy oy are aeoet, = s or before Apri! 20. t» send their 
names dresses, the rs of debts or claims, to Kdwia P. 
Steeds, 20, Friar lane, Leicester — piace 
Heeqericatuy SEALED JAR BY NDIOATE, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before 
May 1, to send their names and addresses, and th e particulars of their debts or ol ims, to 
— Hammiu, Bank chmobrs, Hardshaw st, St — Oppenheim & Malkin, solors 
quida' 
Enron, axpenson, Bncesn, & Oo. lansep Custis ene recjuired, on or before April 30, 
send their names an sses, parti claims, to Arth: 
te Miall, 23 8t — lane ” rar rears ‘i ms 
NDUSTRIALS AND GrneRal Acency, Limrrep—Petn for wind up, presented March 20, 
directed to be heard on April 3, Griffith- Williams, rg Be ta Jane, solor for 
petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above-namec( not later than 6 o’clock in 
the afternoon of April 2 4 
Jouy Yates & Sons, Liurrep —Creditors are required, on or before yA hy to send their 
mames and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John William 
Sarratt, Waterloo st, Birmingham. Saunders & Co, Birmit gham, solors to liquidat»r 
Biprey Ricuarpsox & Co, Limirep (1x LagurpaTion)—Jreditcrs are required, on or before 
April 19, to rend their names and addresses, and ‘he particu lars of their debts or claims, 
to Thomas James Tonks, 1, Dudley rd, Wolverhampton 
Trench Tuseress Tyke Jo, Limitep (rx Gaetan are required, on or 
before April 16, to send their names and the particulars of toeir debts or 
ay w. Fisire Warreoo, 1, Clement’s inn 
D Service AssociaTIoN. i are required, on or before April 20, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of th ir ic dubte ox datens, 0 James 
Wemtwood Snateassel, 6 Sooee — . z a ns 
JAM ALLAN MITED i Ligu Pe 8 are required, on or before 
May 7, to send their names and addresses, and the particuli ws of their debts or claims, 
to J. T. C. Bolam, 52, John st, Sunder.and = 


UnstuorTep 1x CHANCERY. 


Sours or Encuanp Revensionary IntERestT AssociaTion—P3 to for winding u 
March 165, Cameron , Gresham Old Broed 


5, directed to be heard on April 17 House, Old Broad 
st, for Robins & Oo Southampton, sol -rs for petne: Note f appearing reach 
the above-named not later than 6 o’cleck in the afternoon of April 16 sag 

London Gasette.—Turspax, March 26. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luoorep tm Onancery. 


Buaiwa Tron ann TinpLats Aye Limirep (1x as age pare are required, on or 


before May 4, to send names an ry ye 
claims, to Willian Davie. f Royal Metal Machange, ‘Sar ~h La Brasseur & Bowen, 
reqtiired, on or before May 8, 


oj’ their debts or to T. 
en = Alenandra rd, Winbloden. the particulars th Bishopagate st Within, 





directed to be heard april 3. Tarry & La. FA 17 Serjeant’s inn, 
petners. See eg aan the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in 

Szptmus Parsoxnace & Co, Lamirep—Petn for winding up, 21, directed 
to heard 


on April 8. Myers, 8, South nq, Gray's inn Proto fi Dela 1 otic of 
potas wus — 4 the above-named not later than 6 afternoon of 
April 2 
up, presented 


6 o’clock in the 
Weise Wririse Starz Manvractrvunixe Co, Lumrep —Petn for winding 
ene Mi, Ceneet So he ee a 3 Cleaver & Oo, 96, North John s Live 
solors for petars. N otce of appeatiog mast Fach the abuve-iammed nt Tater tun 6 
o’clock in the afternoon on April 2 












WANING TO INTENDING Hovuss Purcuassrs AND Lzssexs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Tested and Reported upon by an Expert from The Sanitary Engineering 
Oo. (H. Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee 
quoted on receipt of full particulars. Established 25 years. Telegrams, 
“ Sanitation,’? London. Telephone, ‘‘ No. 316 Westminster.””—[Apvr.] 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 


Last Day or Cuan. 
London Gasette.—Tuxrspay, March 19. 


Bevcuer. Taouas Henny, Cardiff, Solicitor April14 David & or Cardiff 

BuytH. Henry ARTHUR, Fortiesd pl, Wine Merchant May 1 Saxton & Morgan, 
Somerset st, Portman + 

Bout, Fanny Avice VALe Chilees April 22 Seatle & Morris. Sloane eq 

Buysury Evvesx Evizasetu, Eaton sq aprilid E W & V Kaocker Vover 

Cartes Louisa Jongs, Eastovurne “April 15 & Co, Old Broad st 

CHARLESWorTs, James, Hanley, Staffs April 20 — Hanley 

Crosstey, Wi.t1amM, Dukinfield, Ubester, and Flyer a May 1 
Ulayton & Son Ashton under Lyne 

Dawes. waanee CHARLES _— Conway, Carnarvon, Schoolmaster April 15 

orter & amphle.t, Con 

Resnaneeee, Jouy Sea Wigan, Bol Solicitor April 26 Darlington & Sons, Wigan 

Day, Joay Bopert, Liverpool, Chemist aot 3) Cornish & Gardner, Liverpool 

Day. “114m sheffield, Pig Dealer April 30 Howe, Sheffiela 

ae ye Stretford, Lancs, Cashier May 6 alient-Bateman & Thwaites, 
Manchester ; 

Fixce, Epwarp Garver. East Griostead May1 Budd & Oo, B-df rd row 

Gissows. BxizaB«tH Liscard, Chester May1 Ayrton & Co, Liverpool 

= | nee inc, Jous Donan, Liverpool, Cocoa Room Manager April 19 Evans & Co, 


Gopparp M11zaBeTa, Orchard st, Porumansq May1 Herbert, Burlington gdns 
Goprrer Hargett, Brighton March 30 
Hatstep Mania Biighton March 30 Godfree, Brighton 

Hanpecen, Jeseea, Btone Allerton, Somerset, Yeoman April 23 March, Axbridge, 


Hitt Ayxg, a By : ny bn ‘Ba 
Hopexins, WILLIAM, ey Hay, Staffs, Farmer y usseil, L 
Hussargp Joun Resp, Kingston-on- Licensed V; weeaiter a 18 Richards 
& Co, Portman sq 
A ~~ Quiggin & Bros, Liverpool 
, Farmer 


Joves, CHARLES Lewis, Liverpool, Shipbroker 

Reva, oe Tomas Osan, Little abiogtun, Cam! april 7 Eliwon & Co, 
Cambndge 

Krpp. Joun Wii.14m, Lincoln, Chartered Accountant April 19 Tweed & Co, Lincola 

Lacey, SARAH ANN. Birmingham April1l Price, Birmi 

Lanepor, Koper, 8 . Somerset March 3i Bishop Bridgwater 

McUoveaLL, WILLIAM KDWARD, pqs upon Hull, Labourer Aprii20 Brown & Son 


Gt Grumeby 

Miuuee, Karts, Liverpool Reed & Brown, Liverpool 

NeE.son, — Burnham sollaaan, Durham May 1 Hunton & Watson, Stockton 
on Tees 

NIcHOLLS, WALTER Jags, . Eat rd, Surgeon’s Instrument Manufacturer April 16 


Martin & Cu, King st, 
Repsuaw, Samvet, Betnoal Green «pril 14 ate & Son, Commercial rd. East 


Roseats, Francis ALEXANDER Ranpat Cramer, DD Blackburn May1 Trower & Co 
New aq, Lancoln's inn 
>.» Had ey & Oo, Was April 11 Rolfe, Brixton Hill 
Ross, James, Leamigton ya ey Warwick 
8cortT, MARTHA ANN, Birkenhead . Birkenhead 
Suaw. Estuer Healey, Laves 20 "Onadwick, 
Sueavey. Puees, Latcham Re 23 axbi 


April March, 
vndham, Leicester, Glazier april 16 


Sureip, Frayxcis, Wym = & +7 a Melton 
owbrav 


M 
SuvrriesoTsam, Ratru, Macclesfield Forest, Chester, Yeoman April 13 Mair & Blunt 


~efield 
Spsxe, Bexsamis Dickinson, Penhoe, Devon rT 380 J &8P ~~ Roctes 


Topp, Wittiam. Ecoup Yorks, Yeoman April w Bowling & 
Ivoxer Wiii14M, Borough, Surrey April16 Mellor & « ‘oc'eman, icoiee Wall av 


WaLpote Tbe Hon Lavga Soria Francis, Kicamond April 30 Laweon & Co. 


Liacolin’s inn 
Wuicut, Hexay Taonrson, Kew May1 Pilley & Mitchell, Bedford row 
London Gasette.—Faipay, March 22. 
Ausmes. + ame Hawptey, Sackville st, Piccadilly, Commission Agent May 1 Milne, 
Aoril 20 Holmes & Son, Clements la 
arxinson, “ary ny, Halifax =< 6 Galifax 


& 
Boxer, ‘oszps, Wolvy champton 20 K-tcle & Co, Wolverham ston 
Bennertr, Grouee, Rotherham Yorke May 13 Games & Coward, Rotherham 
Benwert, Ricuarp, Guyton, ar Liv Read & trowa, Liverpool 
Barsoo. oon “ENRY, - 3 we Se es Audderetieid 
800. Manan, Gastings May altry 
Brocehank & Co, Whitehavea 

Crosz Farraax RIDLEY, 
Coucrer Cuauping, Voodford Bridg-, 
Deasr, Varnoutne Giza, 


Winchester 
Dossy. Asranam, Kitimghall, Yorks Grocer April 5 
Keivedon Essex May ll Beaumont & ton 


Asrs, _ Witiiay, South Ni 


Dorrizip. MarcaRet 

E.iaap, Josern, Livoola, 

Fismina, Joux, 

Fisn, Writ1am, Southampton 
Major-General 


May 1 
GaiTsxE.1, Farpeaick, CB, Torquay May 1 
Torg 
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GrizrRt-Coorgr, Major-General Epwarp Macauister, Eastbourne May 20 Campbell 
& Co, Warwick st. t st 


Grazeproox, Manian. Maidenhead, Berks April13 Moore & Co, Maidenhead 

Greenaway, Axx Hoorer, Hurstmonceaux, Sussex May1 Pollard, Cannon et 

G@wiitiam, Wiitiam Chelte ham, Brewer's Traveller May1 Griffiths & Co. Cheltenham 

Hapane, Grorce Wakefield, F.:rmer April8 Eveanor Haldane, Wakefield 

Hampson. Witt am. Dukivfield, Chester, Siater April22 Hibbert, Hyde 

Baxceeaves, Joun, Ch-itenham May7 Wilson & Co, Preston _ 

Hanrrmayx, -ntHony Beckenham, Kent, Restaurant Keeper Mav4 Savidge, Walbrook 

Bewertson Emma, Buckfastleigh Pevon April 30 Carr & Co, High Holborn 

Hnusze, Bevsex, Kingston on Thames, Whitesmith April 16 Pearce & Aldridge, 
lement’s ion, Strand 3 : 

Hoars. Epwarp Tuomas Chilworth, Hants April 23 Stenning & Co, Tonbridge 

Hossox, Matruew Joun, Finghall, Yorks, vorn Miller May 13 W& E H Foster, 


Hoz, Orro, Russell sq, Trimming Merchant July 1 Holmes, King st Cheapside 
Incram James Gzonce, Upper Norwood, India Rubber Manufacturer April 20 Foord, 


pot 
Kresy, Tuomas, Bromley April 22 Willett & Latter, Bromley 
Litstzr, Gzorcz, Longsight, nr Manchester April 30 Tucker & Co, Manchester 
Luoyp, Gzorce Evax, Aldershot May 38 Pennington & Son, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Loapgr, AMELIA Hasrizt, Christchurch, New Zealand May 1 Blyth & Co, Gresham 


house 
Manca, Joun Frasx, New inn passage. Strand, Tin Can Maker April?2 Bore, Finsbury 
vement, 


Maycock, Brrxarp Josrru, Birmingham, Solicitor May4 Balden & Son, Birmingham 

MepwortH, ANN, Leicester April u2 Stevenson & bon, Leicester 

Norro, Waiter Meyrick, Merthyr Tydfil, Glam, Stipendiary Magistrate April 19 
Lewis & Jones, Merthyr Tydfil : 

OssaLpEston, GzorcE Prix» ey, Ealing Apil27 Hilder, Jermyn street 

Patmer, oe Hu.seerr, Upper Basildon, Berks, Carpenter April1s B & JC Pinniger, 
Newbury 

Pixper, Jouy, Tankersley, Yorks April15 Newman & Bond, Barnsley 

Povan, ALFRED, South Kensington May 1 Greenbank, West Hampstead 

Prices, Wittiam, Birmingh*m, Chemist April16 Burman & Rigb-y, Birmingham 

Pritcnarp, Mary Anvz Dampier, Tunbridge Wells May15 Woolley, Gt Winchester st 

Rocers, Bens amin, Bootle, Lancs, Cab Proprietor May 1 Monkhouse, Liverpool 

Sanvow, Cuarwes, Savile row. Tailor May1 Grenside. Gt George st 

WALteErs, TRYPHENA, Clay Cross, Derby April8 Slack & Co, ( lay Cross 

Witkixsox, Newroy Loudwatrr. Bucks May 3 Woudbridge & Sons, 7, New sq 

Wizsos, Srencer, Bath April22 Gibbs, Bath 


London Gazette.—Tcrspay, March 26. 


Awywx gstey, Sayers. South Hornsey, Clerk May 14 Sugden & Hsrford, Ironmonger ln 
Brerey Evmonp, fast Ketford, Notts May 18 Mee & Co, Retford 

Buiiock, Wiuu1Am Me.iet, Hackney Mayi1 Fiadgate & Co, Craig’s ct, Charing cross 
Burton, Joun Ropert, Minerva Hall,nr Wrexham Mayl James & James, Wrexham 





a 


Bususy, Gzoras Wit.14n, Brighton April 20 Goodman, Brighton 
il 16 Ward & Sons, Leeds a 


Cave. Anne Mitian, Leeds A) ‘ 
ei ume AAC, ld, Insurance Agency Inspector May 4 Rodgers & Co, 
effi 


| De Steen. Sopnra Viscountess, Queen’s gate April 30 Right Hon Lord Wandsworth, 
Gt Stanhope st R 

| Doeean. Jonn VauGuan, Pendleton. Manchester Apri(19 Easton, Leominster 

| Earnte Exvizapetn Exeter April 24 Thomas, Exet-r 

Everitt, “ar14, Bickley, Kent April 30 Sanders & Parish. Birmingham 

GanceE, Mipeuey, Rochdale May1 Brierley & Hudson, Rochdale 

Garpyer. Evtaie Eutty Aco, Chelsea April 22 Gedge & Co, Gt George st. Westminster 
Goveu, Jesse, tury 8t Edmunds, Maltster April 39 Salmon & Sons, Bury St Edmunds 
Green Mary Evien Fausanyan, Walmer, Kent May1 White & Co Whitehali pl 
Haxpipes, ‘Laka, Ryde, lof W Mayl Leslie & Hardy, Bedford row 

Hanis, THEODORE, Torquay May 11 Newton and Calcott, Leighton Buzzard, Beds 
a. Hannan Ewiry, Little sodbury, Glos April 27 Trenfield, Chipping 


Sodbury 

Hicsow, Marrua, Swinton, Milliner May1 Knight & Lomax, Manchester 

Hittoy, Cuakza Birmingham April 21 Chinn, Birmingham 

Hoopes. Exizasets Perry, Helland, Cornwall April 26 Edyvean, Bodmin 

Hunt, Mary any. Harborne April 2i Chinn, Birmingham 

Instone, Jou, Bolas, nr Wellington, Salop, Farmer April 22 Griffiths, Bedford row 

Jackson, Exizaseru, Corinne rd, Tufnell Park May9 Adshead, Strand 

Jackson, James, Oldham, Cotton Spinner April30 Tweedale & Co, Oldham 

LAKEY, Joun, Weymouth Mayill Andrews & Co, Weymouth 

LiyxELL, James. Nottingham, Machinist May 6 Stocker, Nottingham 

eee ~~ Eccles, nr Manchester, Prof: of Music May 7 Doyle, Man- 
chester 

Macponatp, Major-General Joun Coxzins, St Quintin av, N Kensington 
Maddisons, Old Jewry 

Makin, Gzorce Best, Handsworth, Engineer April 2l Chinn, Birmingham 

Mavupsiey, Ramona, Hastings May13 Unett & Co, Birmingham 

Mep.icortr, EvizaBetu Cutyer, St Leonard’s on Sea April 30 Lewis & Pain, Dover 

Mirscuke, AmBrosE, West Hartlepool, Jeweller April20 Bunting, West Hartlepool 

Ropinsoy, Tuomas Tatenhi'l, Staffs May1 Small & Talbot, Burton on Trent 

Rouse, Josepu, Bradford, Broker — 27 Banks & Co, Bradford 

aoe, See A.rrep, Wood Green, Surgeon May 8 Barnard & Taylor, Lincoln’s inn 

el 

ScHorizLD, Mary, Hollinwood, Lancs April 27 Fletcher, Ashton under Lyne 

Sweertanp. Joan Park, Devonshire pl, Marylebone, Solicitor April 24 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

| Taorntox, Sipnry, Hull May 1 Witchell & Sons, Stroud 

| Toompson, Georce RuTrER, New Hunstanton, Norfolk April 2) Ward, King’s Lyon 

Tozer, Mary Janz, Devonport April27 Gard, Devonport 
| Wacker Hagry Samus. Reynowps, Harlesde. May1 Hare & Co, Temple chmbrs 
| West, Henry, Newcastle upon Tyne April 23 Gritfith & Co, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Witson, Jony, West Boldon, Butcher April 23 Smith, South Shields 
| Waicut, Gzorce, Henley on Thames, Brewer’s Manager May 1 Mercer & Blaker, 
| Henley on Thames 





April % 





Taylor, 






BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, March 22. 
RECEIVING ORDEBS. 
AvexanveR, Herpert, Leeds, Engineer Leeds Pet 
Marehb 18 Ord March 18 
Avexanper & Co, Cannon st, Engineers High Court Pet 
ch 2 Ord March 19 
Avery. (artes, King’s Norton, Worcester. Hay Dealer 
Birming: Pet March 20 Ord March 20 
Axtoun Rocer &ixcviais, South Kensington High “ourt 
Pet March 19 Ord Marsh 19 
Bazxakp, Enxest Asuesz, Kilburn, House Furnisher High 
Pet March 19 Ord March 19 
Baryetr, Davin, birmin. Manager of a Company 
ham Pet March9 Ord March 20 
Benystock. Hyuaw, Southsea, Woollen Diaper Portsmouth 
Pet March 18 Ord March 18 
Beerecuixcer. EvizaneTnh Hester, Oxford st, Tailor 
Hbgh Court Pet Feb2: Ord March 19 
Bunce Joux Epwanrps, Halifax, Electrical Fittings Manager 
Hali Pet March 18 U-d March 18 


Burcess, Frank, Manchester. Cloth Agent Manchester | 


Pet March 2) Ord March 29 

Canruay, Wittiam Henry, Nelson, Lancs Bradford Pet 
March 1s Ord March 18 

Coxway, Tuomas, Manchester Manchester Pet March 2 
Orda March 18 


Furiwoop, W1.L14m. Chingford, Essex, Engineer Edmon- 
ton Pet March 18 Ord March 18 

Gnocort, Taomas, Fenton, Staffs Stoke upon Trent Pet 
March 18 (ird March 18 

Hayug. Witt1am Rosert, St. John’s Wood, Dining Room 
Proprietor High Court Pet March 18 Ord March 18 

Howanrp, Ay Piymouth, Tobacconist Piymouth Pet 


Ord March 19 
Howz11s, Tuomas, Bridgend, Glam, Butcher Cardiff 
Pet March 18 Ord March 18 
Hypz, Roszrt Boviz, and Tuomas Nasu. Philpot In. 
Drug Merchants High Court Pet March 18 Ord 
Kent, Tuomas Ramsey, Blackfriars rd, Chemist Hich 
Court Pet Marchi Ord March 20 
Kuicut, Joux. Alcester, Warwicks Licensed Victualler 
lo hg, a — March 20 
ED, Epwakp, oe! Miller Bolton Pet 
si March 2 20 Ord March 20 iy 
YGER, REY, Bradford, Packing Case Manufacturer 
Bradtord Pet March 40 Ord March 20 
McBrypze Hexry Avex, Teignmouth, Devon, 
Viccualler txeter Pet March 19 Ord March 19 
McPurnsos, Duxcay Sr. Vixcext, and Joux Gizx, Wood 
at, ¢ tigh Court Pet March 19 Ord March 19 
Matcotusox, Epwanp. Chipping Camp, Lancs Blackburn 
Pet Nov 23 Ord March 18 
Masox, Tuomas, Sutton on Hull, Yorks, Labourer Kings- 
io 7 Hall P . — ge Ord March 19 
AM, Davin, t, N M Pet 
Mash 2) Ord March 30 oe 
Moorsead, Jauzs. Cardiff. Shipping t Cardiff Pet 
a Ora i 18 —— 
, Kpwanrp. Lia gollen, Denb’ Wrexham Pet 
Sueonr, Pa Ord Maton 19 aca 
reray, Thomas, Nelson, Physician Burn) Pet 
march 18 Ord March e *5 TT 
Newros, Cuantorte Axxe Exity, Newmarket, Suffolk, 
March 1 March 


et 8 Ord 
Nvrrex, Josern, Brighton, Flour Factor h Court P 
March 19 Grd March 19 _ ° 


Berrs. Eowi~ Bicnanv, 








Prion Joun. Uxbridge, Milk Vendor Windsor Pet March 
2 Ora March 16 ids 
Remyant, Percy WATERLAND, Lincoln’s inn fields, Solicitor 
High Court Pet Jan5 Ord March 20 ; 
Ruopes, Exizaners, Morley, Yorks, House Furnisher 

Dewebury Pet March 18 Ord March 18 
Romay. R I, Lombard st, Metaliurgist High Court Pet 
Dec 12 Ord March 18 


Roves. Sreruen. Cottingham, Yorks Kingston upon Hull | 


Pet March 18 Ord March 18 

RusseLy, James, Dudley, Worcester Stourbridge Pet 
March 1 Ord March 15 

Samvuets, Rosa, East Ham. Essex, Draper High Court 
Pet feb 13 Ord March 18 

Scarre, Mary. Liverpool, Lodging house Keeper Liver- 
pool Pet Feb 26 Ord March 2) 

Scorr. Peter, Liverpool, Stevedore Liverpool Pet March 
2 O-:d March 18 


| Sztsy, ALsEaT Ugwry, Swindon, Builder Swindon Pet 


March 18 Ord March 18 
Sxittinc & Greex, Manchester, Newspap2r Proprictors 
Manchester Pet Feb1 Ori March 18 


Toykix, frxepERicK, Blue Anchor, ee, Innkeeper | 


Truro Pet March 18 Ord March 18 
Toyye Herpert. Harwerth, Nottingham, Joiner Sheffield 
Pet March 18 Ord March 18 é 
Tussy. Eowarp, Higham, nr Padiham, Lancs, Labourer 
Burnley Pet March 19 Ord March 19 


Turner. Hannan Newcastle on Tyne, Gr c New- | 


castle on Tyne Pet March 19 Ord March 19 

Varney. Harry Belvedere, Builder Rochester Pet 
March 6 Ord March 18 

Vaveuayn, Wititiam Henny, Cinderford, Glos, Butcher’s 
Manager Newport, Mon Pet March 18 Ord March 18 

Waixewricut, Enyest Artaur, West Didsbury, nr Man- 


chester, Financial Agent Manchester Pet March 20 | 


Ord March 20 
Wess, Geonce Jons, Birmiogham, Manufacturer of 
eg Plate Birmingham Pet March 18 Ord 
18 


Wi.voe, Eryvest Wituiam, York, Fruit Preserver York 
Pet March 19 Ord March 19 
WititaMs, Tuomas, P on Leigh, Lancs, Labourer 
Bolton Pet March18 Ord March '8 
Witxtssox, Martay, Goole, Yorks, Draper Wakefield 
Pet March 19 Ord March 19 
Witson, Fraxx Epwarp, West Norwood, Traveller High 
Court Pet March 19 Ord March 19 
Witeoxs Tuomas, Barrow in Farness, Fruit Dealer 
Barrow iu Furness Pet March 18 Ord March 18 
Woop, Joun Francis, Birmingham, Tinplate Worker 
Birmingnam Pet March20 Ord March 20 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of March 8 : 
Rornwe... Epwis Avyrep, Ramsev. I of M, Managing 
Director Manchester Pet Jan 26 Ord March 6 


FIRST MEETINGS. 

Awprews, Wicrrp I, Brighton, Builder March 29 at 11 
Off Rec, 4 Pavilion bidgs, Brighton 

Anprews, Wiiitiam Geonce, Croydon April 1 at 11.30 
24, Railway apo, Lond n Bridge 

Aytoun Roogr Sinovam, South Kensington March 29 at 
230 Bankruptey bigs, Carey st 

Barwasp. Esyvest asuzr, Kilburn, House Furnisher 
Apriliatil Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Beasstock, Hyman, Southsea, Woollen Dra March 29 
at3 Off Rec, Cambridge june, High at, 


Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple av 


th 
wilder March 29 at 12 
J 


Bravppock, Joszrn Kirsy, Marple, Dcaper March 29 at 11 
| Off Rec, County chmbrs, Market pi, Stockport 
| Brices, Lavinia, Bradford, Dress naker March 29 at 11 


| Off Rec, 31. Manor row, Bradford 
Brovenu, Frances, and Joun Henry Broves, Matlock 
Bavk. Derbys, Printers April2at3 Off Rec, 47, Full 
at, Derby 


| Coney, Coar.es, Croydon, Auctioneer March 29 at 11.30 
24, Railway app. London Bridge 
| Cooke, WILLIAM ARCHIBALD, Cheltenham, Jeweller March 
30 at 3.15 County Court, Cheltenham 
| Cooper, James, and Wittiam Henry Coorsr, Manchester, 
Shroud Manufacturers April2at3 Off Rec, Byrom 
st, Mancheater 
Davies, Joun Raystep, Liaurhysted, Cardigans, Pro- 
vision Merchant April 2 at 12 Banbruptcy bldgs, 
| Carey st 
Dick Leynarp Epwakrp, Paignton, Devon March 29 at Il 
6, Athenzeum ter. Piymouth 
Epwarps Wi.iam Osperr. Carlisle, Solicitor April 1 at 
8 Off Rec, 34, Fisher st, Carlisle 
Fewsrer, Roverr, Langley on ‘tyne, Farmer March 2) at 
} 11.30 Off Rec, 80. Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 
| Gipety. A, Frith st, Soho, ‘Tailor April 3 at 12 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
| Hawkins Joun Wiitiams, Wooburn Green, Buckingham, 
Huilder March 29at3 Bankruptcy bldes, Carey st 
| Hrtts, Cuaries Poar, East Cowes, I of W, Yacht Builder 
Aprillatil Off Rec, 19, Quay st, Newport, I of W 
Hincairre, Grorce Atien, Honley, nr Huddersfield, 
Commi-sion Agent March 29 at 11 Off Rec, 19, John 
} William st, Huddersfield 
Hosss, Pair, Kingston on Thames 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Jerrerson, Joun, Worthing, Fruiterer March 29 at 11.3 
Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bidgs, Brighton 
McPuerson, Duncan Sr. Vincent, and Joux Guex, Wood 
st, Clothiers April 2 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
st 


April 3 at 2.30 


Carey 
| Mappock, Mary Ayn. Southport, Spinster April 4 at 
10.30 Off Rec, 85 Victoria at, Liverpool 
Marraews, Joun, Nantwich, Builder Aprilil at 3 Royal 
we 
| Pickvorp, James, Sutton, nr Macclesfield, Silk Dyer 
om ny 11 Off Rec, 23, King Edward st, 
! 


Quiytox, Bensamin Joun, Norwich, Fruiterer March 39 
at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
Rowinson, Tuomas, Burton on Trent, Boot Dealer March 
29at 12 Off Rec, 47, Full st. Derby 
Ruver, Srerurn, Cottingham, Yorks March 29 at11 Ot! 
Rec, Trinity House ln, Hull 
Ryze, Ronert, Southgate rd, Wheelwright April 3 at 1! 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
| Banperson, Josern. a Cumberland, Farwoer 
} April iat12 Off Rec, 34, Fisher st, Carlisle 
| Bcnuuz, Gronce Evornsz, Bow, Enquiry Agent April 3 at 
| 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
| Skewes, Henry, Camborna, Cornwall, Builder April 2 at 
12 Off Rec, Boscawen at, Truro 
| Sranks, Arnruck Marrugws, Caroline st, Camden Towa, 
build March 29 at 12 Bankruptey bidgs, Carey st 
Sraxonoom Warren Norwich, General Dealer March 30 
atilz Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
Tonkin. Fraepericx, Blue Anchor, Cornwail, Innkeeper 
April 2 at 14.30 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 


| Vanney, Hapny, Belvedere, Kent, Builder April 1 at 
1215 115, High st, Rochester 
urst, Sussex, Builder March 2) 


Wapey, Jane 
at 12 Off Rec, 4, 


avilion bldgs, Brighton 
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WarsveTon, Wit11am, Marple, Cheshire. — Dealer 
ly 11.30 Off Rec, County chmbrs, Mar’ 
8 
Wve. Enxusr Wit.1am. York, Fruit Preserver April 1 
wt 12.156 Off Rec, 23, Stonegate, York 
Wuisams, Tuomas, ton, Leigh, Lancs, Labourer 
Apuliat3 Off Rec, texchange st, Boltun 
WoopHeapD, Ennest Epwix, Gray’s inn eq, Solicitor March | 
29atil Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Amended notice substituted for that patil | in the 
London Gazette of March 1 
Bucn, Hersert, Haymerket March Jn at 2.30 Bank- | 
ruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
ADJUDIJATIONS. 


Asprews, Witiiam Grorcz, Croydon Croydon Pet | 
March 14 O:d March 19 

Banyarp, Ernest Asner, Kilburn, House Furnisher | 
Bigh Court Pet March 19 Ord March 19 

Bennstock, Hyman, Southsea, Hants, We —— Draper | 
Portemouth Pet March 18 O:d March } 

Buxcz, Joun Epwanps, Halifax Halifax Pet March 18 
Ord March 18 

Buncess, Frank, Manchester, Cloth Agent Manchester 
Pet March 20 O.d March 20 

Burysipz, Frepgxick LEroro.p, Basinghall st, Accountant 
High Court Pet Feb8 Ord March 18 

BusBRIDGE, ALFRED GuRNEY, Gravesend High Court Pet 


Feb il Ord March 18 
Cantuan, WitujAmM Henry, tree Lancs Bradford Pet | 


March 18 uid 

CoueN, CHARLES, ake, Auctioneer Croydon Pet | 
Feb 12 Ord March 16 

Coxway, Tuomas, Manchester Manchester Pet March 2 | 
Ord Ma: 20 

Dawson, Grorce ALFRED, me. Boot Dealer Ipswich | 
Pet Feb 20 Ord March 2 

Evans, Farrurut Tuomas <a Liverpool, General 
roker Laverpool Pet Feb28 Ord March 19 


Fewster, Rosert, Langley on Tyne, Farmer Newcastle | 


on Tyne Pet Feb 27 Ord March 16 


Forp, Witi1am Feepericx, Henley on Thsmes, Grocer 
ading Pet Feb 25 Ord March 18 
@szenperG, Apert Isaac, Bicminghem, Electrical 


Engineer birmingham Pet March 12 Ord Merch 18 
GrocoTt, Tuomas. Fenton. Staffs Stoke upon Trent Pet 
March 18 O:d March 18 
Hayne, WILLIAM Kopert, st John’s Wood, Dining Room | 
Proprietor High Vourt Pet March 18 Ord March 18 
James, Winpson Owen, Haverfordwest, Mineral Water 
Manufacturer Pembroke Dock Pet Feb 23 ra | 


sh 16 

Katt, KpMunp, Leadenhall st, General Merchant High 
Court Pet March 11 Ord March 20 

Ksicut, Joun, Alcester, Warwicks, Licensel Victualler 
Warwick Pet March 20 Ord March 20 

Lorp, Epwarp, Norden, nr Rochdale, Miller Bolton Pet 
March 20 Ord March 20 

Lowes, Joun, Blackpvol, Builders’ Merchant Preston | 
Pet Feb 27 Ord March 20 

Lyorr, Harry, Bradford, Packing case Manpfacturer 
Bradford Pet March 20 Ord March 20 

Mackey, James, Saltaire, Yorks Bradford Pet Feb 14 | 
Ord March 19 | 

Macveay, D, Broad st House High Court Pet Nov 20 
O.d March 20 

Mappock, Mary Axn, Southport, Lancs Liverpool Pet 
Jan 23 Ord March 20 

Mason, Tuomas, Holderness, Yorks, Labourer Kingston 
upon Hull Pet March 19 Ord March 19 

Morris, Epwarp, Glyntraian, Liangolien, Denbighs 
Wrexbam Pet March 19 Ord March 19 

Mureny, Tuomas, Neleon, Lancs, Physician Burnley Pet 
March 18 Ord March 18 

Newrox, CuarLoTTE Anne Emiiy, Newmarket, os. 
Fermer Cambridge Pet March 18 Ord March 1 

Nicnouis, Avice Mavp, -aamaaaae Corn Merchant Cros don | 
Pet Keb1 Ord Feb 

Parker, GEORGE wall Watford, ee Victualler | 
Bt Albans Pct Feb 14 Ord March 1 

Pick, Epwakp, Bristol, Tailor Bristol Pet March 1 Ord | 


March 19 
Prion, Joun, Uxbridge, Milk Vendor Windsor Pet | 
March 2 Ord March 19 
Buopes, Evrzanets, Leeds, House Furnisher Dewsbury | 
Kingston upon | 





arch 18 Urd March 18 
Rutsr, Srzpuen, Cottingham, Yorks 
Hull Pet March 18 Ord March 18 


| Russent, James ee. Worcester Stourbridge Pet 


ket pl, | March 1 Ord March 20 


| Szcey, AvBert Henry, +m Builder Swindon Pet 
March March 1 


18 
... Coser Hegsest, Bristol, Butcher Bristol Pet 
} March 15 Ord March 18 
| Towxry, BAe dy Biue , eR Cornwall, Innkeeper 
Truro Pet March 18 Ord March 18 
ToyNnE pee, Harworth, rn, Setane Sheffield 


| Pet March 18 Ord March 
Tuspy Bm Snighem. ar Pastham, Labourer Burnley 
Pet March 19 Ord March 1 


| Turner, Hannan, Newcastle A Tyne, Provision Dealer 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet March 19 Ord March 20 

"| Vavenay, Wituam Geney. Cinderford. Glos, Butcher’s 
Manager Newport, Mon Pet March 18 Ord 
March 18 


| Warnwniawr, Eexest Arruur, West Didsbury, near 
anchester Financi Agent Manchester Pet 
March 20 Ord March 20 
Wipe, Exxest Wittiam, Yes, Fruit Preserver York 
Pet March 19 Ord March }‘ 
Witxixson, Masion, Goole, Yorks, Draper Wakefield 
et March 19 Ord March 1 
Wiirams, Tuomas, Pi Sa Leigh. Lancs, Labourer 
| Bolton Pet March 18 d March 18 
| Wiiurams. Toomas Howe t, Bristol, Traveller Leicester 
| Pet Feb7 Ord March 16 
| Witsox, Taomas. Barrow in Furness, Fruit Dealer Barrow 
in Furness Pet March 18 Ord March 1 


| London Gazette.—Tusspay, March 26. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Ampies, Witiiam, Sheffield, Builder Sheffield Pet Feb 
Ord March 21 


AvcktanD, Caartes Ropgrt. Lichfield, Staffs, Cycle 
| Manufacturer Walsali Pet March 4 Ord March 20 
| Bacr, Tuomas, Bingley, Yorks, Plumber Bradfvrd Pet 

March 21 Ord March 21 


| Beatson, Crark High Legs Per med Proprietor 
Barnet Pet 14 Ord 
Borgitt, Grorce, ae 


—— Cattle Dealer Gt 

| Grimsby Pet March 21 Ord March 2 

Catrs.., E E, A way wanna Dealer Manchester 
Pet March 9 Ord March 2: 

a Jous, Stockton on Tees Bla Sotenh Stockton on 
Tees Pet March 20 Ord March 

/ Dopsox, WiLiiam, 1 Tob, tm Bradford Pet 

March 21 Ord March 2 

Evans, WILLIAM a, Rhos on Sea, Denbigh, 
builder Bangpr Pet March7 Ord March 22 

| Brisox, Joux, Halifox, ‘Goon Halifax Pet March 2) 
Ord March 20 


Fearne Witt1am HeErsert, it ne Stationer 
North-mpton Pet March 21 Ord March 
Frencu, Wii.1aM, Horlow, Essex Hertford ‘pet Dec 18 
arch 


| Fu 88EY, AnTHUR, Middlesborough, Ironmonger Middles- 
boro Pet Dec 18 Ord Jon 16 

| @xus ENs, Wittiam CoRNELIUs, Ramsgate, Smackowner 
Canterbury Pet March 28 Ord Maich 23 

GovuLpstors, Wit1AaM  Bridiington, Yorks, French 
Polisher Scarborough Pet March 28 Ord March 23 





| ae, STEPHEN, Bermondsey Hogh Court Pet Feb 28 


rd March 22 
Harernetos, Argtuur, Oxford st, ey Victualler 
High Court Pet March 22 Ord Mar 
Howakgp, Ropest, Oldham, jena Wistualler Oldham 
Pet March 21 Ord March 2 
Howe.., Tuomas James, Southampton, Builder South- 
ampton Pet March ¥l Ord March 2 
Lepasr, CHARLES, Semen, Carman ‘High Court Pet 
March 23 Ord March 23 
McCuttoca, Rosert Lesviz,  — 1 Herbalist Brad- 
ford. Pet March 2) Ord March 
| Messencer, James Henry, a Builder High 
Court Pet March 22 Ord March 22 
| Moss, 7 Crewe, General Dealer Crewe Pet March 
21 Ord March 21 
| Nexpnaw, aoe, Sebiete Tin Licensed Victualler Rochdale 
Pet 22 


| Paacoox, Rosert, Deighton. Yu re Joiner Northallerton 
Pet March 22 Ord March 22 

Pickett, Samvet Batwagp, ee, Oxford, Farmer 
Oxford Pet March 21 Ord March 2 

Rozerts, Evan Epwarv, Morriston, Swanses, Grocer 
Swansea Pet March 21 Ord March 2 





Rossow, Henzy Henpert, Waterloo, Lancs, Commercial 
Clerk Liverpool Pct Feb 19 Ord March 22 

Rurrte Epwarp Warkixs, a Stationer Man- 

8 me gg MY Le N Pet 

HAW ae. uttangham, ottingham 
March 23 Ord March 23° 


Spencer, ‘hae, Wickersley, nr Rotherha’ York 
B «ksmith sheffield Pet Starch 21 Ord March 21 
Srantey, Witwiam, Blacksmith Maidstone 
Pet March 2) Ord March 20 
Srepaens, Epwin, — sy Hotel Keeper Brentford Pet 
T ag y fe , Grocer Dewsb Pet 
ATE, Joun WILLIAM, Ws 
March 22 Ord March aad 
TayY.or, ARTHUR, lam. Pork Butcher’s Manager Leeds 
Pet March 2u Urd March 20 


Tayioz, Joun AnpnEw, Wallsend, Northumberland, 
Assistant Clothier Newcastle on ‘I'yne Pet March 21 


Ord March 21 
Tompson. + ye austen, Beerhouse Keeper Leicester 
Tu a J ye: Sirmingham Birmingham Pet 
ORLEY, JOHN ee 
March 22 Ord March 22 


Tuornz, J i, Biakeney, Glos, Bootmaker Gloucester 
Pet March 23 Ora March 23 

Tuonps, Exnest Ho.ianp, Ilfracombe, Boot Dealer Barn- 
staple Pet Marca 2i Ord March 21 

Turyer, Tomas, Wadsworth Pet March 2 
Ord March 21 


Watizs, Artuur Epwasgp, Luton, Bedford, Merchant 
Luton Pet March 2t Ord March 21 
Warson. Witt1am Tuomas Ospoane, Sunderland, Grocer 
Sunderland Pet March 21 March 2 
Wess, Water Josrern, Porchester, Hants, Confectioner 
Portsmouth Pet March 23 Ord March 23 
Wituiams, Evan, Castle Ditch. aera Stationer 
Pet March 21 Ord March 21 
Weopcouck, som, Canterbury, Nurseryman Canterbury 
Ww men G : = > Brewer High Court 
YATT, Gronce, e Newiagton, 
Pet Feb 28 Ora March 21 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of March 22: 
Sxitiine, Wittiam and Joay Saaw Gaeex, Manchester, 
Newspaper Pro, Man Pet Feb 1 Ord 
March 18 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Bace, Teac, Bingley, Yorks Plumber April4atil Off 
31, Manor row. Bracford 
BERISCHINGER. KLIZABETH HesTER, as st, Tailor 
Apri 3 at 2.30 Bank:upte, bidgs Varey » 
Baxezez, vt Leic-ster April 2 at 1290" Off Rec, 1, 
st, Leicester 
Baipemay, Curistorpner Vicxry, Anderton, Cernwall, 
Soucitor April 10 at 11.30 Off Rec, 6, Atheneum 
ter, Plymoutn 
Bunce, Joun Epwanrps, Halifax, Electrical Fittings 
cmon April 3 at 3 Off Reo, Townhall chmbers, 


Carnrman, Wittiam Heyry, ae | Lanes April 2 at 11 
Off Rec, 31, Manor row Bradford 
Cra, Jonx Srerney, Bristol, Kestaurateur April 3 at 
Conway, THomas, April 4 at 245 Off Reo, 
Byrom st, M 
at1l VUounty Court house, 
ener CHARLES. ¥—- —1 
po Blackburn. Butcher poe 2 at 16.30 
County Court house, Blackburn 
Off Keo, 8, Albert rd, 
Dopsox, Witiiam, Bradford. fobacconist April 4 at 11.30 
3 
oun WILLIAM 
P' 
Evaxs, Joux, Newtown, Ebbw Vale, Mon, Grocer April 2 
at 3. 135, High st, M 
Ev = Joun, Halifax, Grocer April 8 at 330 Off Reo, 
Farmer, WILLIAM, Leicester, —~ Manufacturer April 3 
Leicester 


1210 Off Kec Ba.dwin st, Bristol 
Cort, Joun Grizs Devison, Blackburn, Physician April 2 

——— 

Museley. 
April 3 at ll 174, Corpation = 

Dosrna, Jonny, Stockt.m on Te+s, Biackemith April 3 at 3 

1. Manor row, Bradford 

erthyr Tydtil 

Town Hall cnmors, Halifax 
ati230 Off Rec 1, 


ae ry FrREeperick, Denier oa ae, Grocer 
4 ut Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Fow er, Groacs, Richmond, Builder April? at130 2, 


Railway app, London Bridge 








NATIONAL DISCOUNT COMPANY, LIMITED, 


385, CORNHILI, LONDON, FB-C. 





Subscribed Capital, £4,233,326. 





EDMUND THEODORE DOXAT, Esq. 


LAWRENCE EDLMANN CHALMERS, Esq. | 
WILLIAM FOWLER, Esq. 


Manager; CHARLES HENRY HUTCHINS, Esq. 
JOSEPH GURNEY FOWLER, Esq. (Messrs. Price, Waterhouse, & Co.); FRANJIS WILLIAM PIXLEY, Esq. (Messrs, Jackson, Pixley, Browning, & Co.). 


BANK OF ENGLAND; THE UNION BANK OF LONDON, 


Auditors: 
Bankers : 


DIRECTORS. 
WILLIAM JAMES THOMPSON, Esq., Chairman. 
WILLIAM HANCOCK, Esq. 
QUINTIN HOGG, Esq. 
Sub-Manager: LEWIS BEAUMONT, Esq. 





Approved Mercantile Bills Discounted. Loans 
Money received on Deposit, at Call and Short 
r Periods upon Terms to be S 
vestments in and Sales of all 


ally Agreed upon. 


Paid-up Capital, £846,665. 


escriptions of British and Foreign Securities effected. 


Reserve Fund, £460,000. 


ARCHIBALD CAMERON NORMAN, Esq. 
JOHN FRANCIS OGILVY, Esq. 
AUGUSTUS SILLEM, Esq. 


Secretary: CHARLES WOOLLEY, Esq. 


LIMITED. 


anted upon Negotiable Securities. 
otice, at the Current Market Rates, and for 
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Aupeer Issa Birmingham, Electrical 
April 3 at 12 174, Corporation st, Birming- 


Hiovvz, Saemas, Morecambe, Labourer April 2 at 3 
Off Reo, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Hows, Tuowas James, Southampton, Builder April 4 
_< 815 Off Rec, 172. High st, Southampton 
WELLS, THOMAS, Bridgend, Glam, Butcher April 4 at 
om.80 117, &t at. Cardiff 

Jzruson, Grong, Sheffield, Comseeyanan Blacksmith 
April 4 at 12 Off Reo, Figtree | jane, Sheffield 

Joxzs, Davin, Blaenau Festiniog. Merioneths, Quarryman 
April 17 at 115 County Police Station, Blaenau 


GReenBeRc, 


‘ALTER Henny. Birmingham, La na ty Dealer 

atll 174, Corporation st, Birming’ 

En1eetT, — ‘arwicks, —. Victualler 
ll Off Rec, ¥. Hertford st, Coventry 

Lorp, Saecum Lancs, Miller April3at3 Off 

Rec, Exchange st, Bolton 

LyaozR, er Bradford, Patines Case Manufacturer 

130 Off Rec. 3 minouthy Ls rew, Bradford 


Keene, 
A 


McCouttocs, Roperat Lesiiz, Bradford. Herbalist. April 3 
at ll Off Rec, 81, Manor row, Bradford 

Mason, ee Holderness, Yorks, Labeurer April 2 al 
11 Off Rec. Trinity House In, Hull 

Nosiz, Water Exxest, Eccles April 3 at 3 Off Rec, | 
B chester 


yrom st, Man 
Parker, Gronce Artuue, Watford, Licensed Victualler, 
April 2at 12 Room 88, Temple chmbrs, Temple av 
Prox, Bp , Tailor April 3at 11,30 "Of Rec, 


Paior, Joun. Uxb: . Milk Vendor April 10at12 95, | 
Temple chmbrs, emp eav 

Ruopa|s, ExvizapeTH. Leeds, House Furnisher April 4 at | 
830 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Ba'ley 

Ruopes, Enos Leeds April 4 at 4 Off Rec, Benk | 
chmb s, Batley 

8Scort, ere Hereford, Fancy Goods Dealer April 3 at 

230 Uff st, Hereford } 
ILLIAM, ~nd Jonw Suaw Grezy. 
April 2 at 230 





Manchest2r, 


Benzo, Off Ree, 


Newepaper Proprieto’s 
Byrom st, Manches er 

Swra. <1pNey Gerpert, Bristol, Butcher: April 8 at 11.45 
Off Re :. Baldwio «t, Bristol 

Gromee. #1 11am, Marden, Kent, Biacksmith April 17 at 
ll 9, King st, Maids’ one 

Tayion, Jeux Axpsew, Walsend, Northumberland, 
Assistant Clother April 3 at 3 Off Reo, 30, Mosley 
st. Newo stle on Tyne 

Taywor. +RnTHvuR, L eda, Pork Butcher’s Manager April 
2atll 22, Park row. Leeds 

Tayios. Wituiam, 8. ford, Lancs Cattle Agent 


Taomas, Ropert, Od Traff rd, nr Manchester, Builder 
April 8at2.30 Off Rec Byrom rt, Manchester 

Tuowas, Witi1am. Willenhall Staffs Chemist April 8 
at 10 Off Re. W»lverhampton 

Toysx, Huspert, Harworch, Notts. Joiner April 4 at 
12.90 Off Rec. Figtree In, Sheffield 

Torwen Hannan Newcastle on Tyne, Provision Dealer 

pri 2 at 11.80 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newoastle on 


Tyne 

Tureris. May Auicz, Anerley, General Draper April 4 at 
11.80 94. Railway ap London ye 

Twiss Honace Butter Wrexham, Denbigh poe April 
8at12 Ory t chambers, e row, © 

Wapemay. Wiii1am, Morecsmbe, Mineral Water Manu- 
facturer Apil2«t230 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Waiswricut, Enxnvzst Anrruur, West Di sbury, nr 
— April 4 at 8 Off Reo, Byrom st, Man- 


baie te ‘Townes, Finsbury circus, Solicitor April 2 at 
2% Bankruotey bidgs, “arev st 

= Grurct Newton le Willows, .— Licensed 

Vie:ualler April 4 at 2.30 Off Rec,’ Byrom st, Man- 


chester 
Witxrvsoy, Mantoy, Goole, Yerks, Draper April 2 at 11 | 
Off Rec. 6, Bond ter, Wakefield 
notice substituted “y that published in | 
of March 19: | 


March 27 at 





Axeroyp Or.anpo, Leeds, Insu munes Agent 
ll Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
ADJUDICATIONS. | 
Baae, bon Bay et Yorks, Plumber Bradford Pet 
March 2: 





BEATSON, 


Crark, High 
Barnet * 


Barnet, Lai Proprietor 
Pet March 14 Merk — 


Pet 


| Boraii1, Grorez, on, Ly Cattle Dealer Grimsby 


- tags Ss wy} ~ De > th 
1cK, Lennarp Erwarp, von lymo' 
Pet March 4 Ord March ac _ 
Dosine, Jonny, Stockton on ‘Tees, Blacksmith Stockton on 
Tees P-t March 2) Ord March 20 
Dopsox, Witt1am Bradford, Tobacconist Bradford Pet 


March 21 Ord March 21 
Evison, Joun, Halifax, Grocer Halifax Pet March 20 
Northampton, 


Ord March 20 
Feart, Witt1am HeEsserr. Stationer 
orthampton Pet March 21 Ord March 21 
Fours. Gzorcre Richmond, Builder Wandsworth Pet 
Fo Feb 28 o March 21 E BA 
LLWwoep, Wiiu14M, Chingford nen, Engiveer mon- 
ton Pet March i8 Ord March 2 
Gippens, Witiiam CoRneE ius, 
Canterbury Pet March 23 Ord March 23 
Grpeti1, Antonio, Soho, Tailor High Court Pet March 4 
Ord’ Marc» 28 
Gov.pstoxz, WILLIAM, pattegtn, Yorks, French Polisher 
Scarborough Pet March 28 Ord March 23 
HaAgrineton, ARTHUR, Onford a at, pate Victualler High 
Court Pet March 22 Ord March 22 
Howarp, Rosert, Oldham, Licensed Victualler Oldham 
Pet “x y nn March 21 
Howanrp gimmy ., Serena Plymouth Pet 
March +A Gea 
Howe 1, Tuomas Jamzs, Southampton, Builder South- 
x —|_ ie | March . 
ENT, Tuomas Ramsey, vende Ob Chemist Court 
Pet March 1 Oxd March 23 bee 
Lepcer Cuaries, Bermondsey, Carman High Court 
Pet March 28 Ord March 23 
LorsEim, . ——, Electro Plater Birmingham 
Pet Feb 14 Ord March 
McCuttoce Rosert oak Bradford, Herbalist Brad- 
ford Pet March 20 Ord Mar:h 20 
Moss Arrsus, Crewe. General Dealer Nantwich and 
Crewe Prt March 2! Ord March 21 
Nerepuam Josepn Bochdale, | gaan vertniies Rochdale 
Pet March 22 Ord March 2 
Pxacock Rosert, om Yorks, Joiner Northallerton 
Pet March 22 Ord March 22 
Pickett, Samvet Batuarp. ro. Oxford, Farmer 
Oxford Pet March 21 Ord March 
Roserts, Evan Epwarp, Morriston, , Grocer 
Swansea Pet March 21 Ord March 21 
Sxaw, Hewry, Bulwell. Nottingham, Draper Nottingham 
Pet Maxch 93 Ord Mach 23 
Suita, Wituiam Atrrep, Dorset sq High Court Pet 
Jan 22 Ord March 22 
Spencer Hazry, Wickersley. nr Petesbam. Joiner 
Sheffiela Pet Marvh 21 Ura March 


| Stantey, Witt1am Marden. Kent, Blackamith Maidstone 
March 20 


Pet March 20 O:d 
Tate, Jonw Wiit1au, Morley, Yorks, Grocer Dewsbury 
P+t March 22 Ord March 


| Taytor ArtTsur, Leeds, Pork Batcher’s Manager Leeds 


Pet March 20 ‘d March 20 

fgorvz, James. Blakeney, Gws, Bootmaker Gloucester 
Pet March 28 Ora March 28 

THORPE. ‘BNEST HOLLAND, ee, Boot Dealer 
barnstapie Pet March 31 Ord March 23 

Totter, Epwarp Cuaruzs, Re- ent st. + Pleating 
Manufacturer Hiesh Court Pet Feb27 Ord March 23 

Trugrit. Harotp Patrick, H M a Pentonville 
High Courc Pet Jan 22 Ord March 

Wattace. Jonx, Gracsenurch st High C Cc. an Pet Feb 7 
Ord March 28 

Watsox Wit.iram Toomas Osporne, Sunderland, Grocer 
Sunderland Pet March 21 Ord March 21 

Wittams, Kvan, Castle Ditch, Casmneven, Stationer 
angor P+t March 21 Oid March 2 

Woopcoct, Joux, Canterbury, * todd Canterbury 

Pet March z2 Ord March 22 








All letters intended for publication in the 
** Solicitors’ Journal” must be duthenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 


EQUITY AND LAW © 


ELIEE ASSURANOEH SOOISET DZ. 


ESTABLISHED 


Funds exceed 


1844. 


£3,600,000. 


LONG-TERM POLICIES AT LOW RATES, with right to change 
to Ordinary Assurances, thus giving 


THE CHEAPEST ASSURANCE PROCURABLE. 


Write for NEW PROSPECTUS, containing full informatioa and other important 
SECRETARY, 18, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON. 


alterations, to 





SHORTHAND AND ae 


TREADWEL 2 & WRIGHT 


I, of 8.W., N.U.T., 
33 OHANOERY LANE, W.O. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL SHORTHAND WRITE 
AND TYPISTS. 
EsTABLISHED 1845. 
The on Bashan oy appointed by the Court in Pab 


Private Examinations under the 
Companies Acts. 


Legal and General Verbatim and Condensed Reporting, | 


All kinds of Legal, Literary, and General Type ying, | 
Competent Clerks for Emergencies and jan 

Rooms and Olerks for service of Clients on the premises, 
Country orders returned same day if required, 


EDE AND SON, 





BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


To Her alone, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the) 
dicial Bench, meneomeensi of London, &c. 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 

Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
Clerks, and Olerks of the Peace. 
Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns, 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
PATENTS and TRADE-MARKS, 


P. THOMPSON & CO,, 
322, High Holborn, W.C. 

(and at Livesroo,, Maxonesrzr, and Biaminena), 
LONDON and INTERNATIONAL AGENTS of Pro- 
vineial and Foreign SOLICITORS in 
PATENT matters. 

Representatives in all Capitals. 


TFOOLUGICAL SOCIETY’S GARDENS 
Regent’s Park, are now OPEN DAILY (| 
Sundays) from 9 a.m. until sunset. Admissivn Is Mune | 
days 6d, Children alwa; an Among the recent additions 

is a young male Argal) 














— 6O GUINE 


SC 00L SHIP “CONWAY” 


ig Snaniies 
YOUNG GENTLEMEN 
Fro eccome OFFICERS 
IN MERCHANT STEAMERS. 
FOR PROSPECTUS APPLY TO 
THE CAPT... AT.MILLER.R.N 





THEATRES. 


AVENUE. 
TO-DAY, at 3.0 and 8 45, 1 MESSAGE FROM MAR) 


arthur Wilisms G 

Titheracge, Nye Chart, Gahame, E, Tarvet, | 
Wid ‘ecombe totem Lyle L - samich ; Miss Bella: 
Pateman, “iss Hilda Hanbury, Miss L dia Rachel, Mins 
Ohve Beshford Miss Emily Spiller. Mise Siaciair, Miss 
Jessie Bateman. At 8.0, A PREVIOUS ENGAGEMENT. 


COMEDY. 

THIS EVENING. at 8, RI}ZARD THE SECOND: 
Messrs. asche, Ainley, Asman, Bensun, Br: done Clarenc®, 
Fitzgerald, dien-tt Hadi-igh Herbert Machen, Mant) 
field, Nicholson, Rudney, Swete, Sherrard, Tonge. Wit, 
Whitby Waldron, Williams; Misses Braithwaite, Clement, 
Chester, King, Nobie, Saumarez. 


les Hawtrev, 


=] 


DAL 
THIS EVENING, at 8.16 S4N TOY: Messrs, Hastie 
Wright, Fred Kaye, Colin Coop Scott Russell. A May, 
Same _— a nd Barrington; mes Hilda Mooty, 4 
aoe Lae. © ‘ollier Morelli, Seymour. Edwarting, | 
Gallotte, ‘owell, Roche Francis, Aliea, Topsy Sinden | 
Fiorenve Collingboern, Mr. Hayden Cvffia. 


DUKE OF YORK’S. 

Sole Lessee snd Manager, Cnarles Frohm 
TO-DAY. at 280 and 845. THE ADVFNTURE OF | 
LaDY UBSOL4: Messrs. Herbert Waring harles 
Fulton, George Raiemond, William H. Day, J. L. Mackay, 
J. Willes, A. , ag —/?. Miller, ‘by TH 
Hunter, and Evelyn Mi! ed, at &0 by T 
YELLOW ; 








